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PREFACE, 


T he Performance of my Opponent having mrifn 
its appearance, 1 purchafid and perufed it with 
<'..rc. Blit though I plainly pe.rcoivod, in Antip‘Ct‘ - 
k/piifm ExwAneJ, a variety of novel ideas exprelled 
With an air of confidence j yet, not confidering the 
general jirinciples on which myj^afoning in Padc- 
baptnnt Exatahted procfi.iS, aroicing' in the lead fub- 
verted, nor my arguiiients on thole principles as hav¬ 
ing received even a phr'Jihk aiifwer, 1 refi'lvcd to 
make no reply. Such was my unwavering determi¬ 
nation for more than two years : and in that determi¬ 
nation I fhould probably h.tve flill continued, had it 
not been for credible intelligence which ilruck me as 
very extraordinary, 

A (ircntleman in the country, who is profeJTedly of 
the Baptift pci fua'ion, fent me a Lcttei; in which he 
informed me of a friendly interview that he had with 
Mr. (now Dr.) Edward Williams, and of fome 
particulars which paiTed in converfation relative to 
Ji:t'p.rduLapliJm Examined. Among other things he 
mentioned the following; ‘Mr. Williams faid, Mr. 
‘ BootIj confcjfcdthat Us BcokwasvyiAKSvev.HAZLi.. 
‘ At tills I was much furprifed, and immediately afkcd; 
‘ Why, then, docs not Mr. Booth dccl.irt for Infant 
‘baptilin.? Mr. Williams replied; The dlfadvan- 
‘ ta^es attending an open declaration of jentimentSy ten- 
‘ dcr it inexpedient and imprudent to do fo at all times: 

‘—op to that elFedl.’ 
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»V PREFACE. 

On reading this, was aftoniilied—atid 

fkid within rnyfclf’,- Of what fuperJative excellence, in 
the eftioiate cf its author, 4nuft I^ntlpesdobaptljm 
Exciminedbe poflefTcd ! What a compliment he pays 
to my integrity • If my Opponent, when converfing 
with one whom he kiiOAVS he an avowed Eaptl/b, can¬ 
not reftrain the ebullitions of felfgratulation, relative 
to his Performance, nor forbear exclaiming, lo trium- 
phe! in what fublime ftrains cf felfcomplaccncy, and 
in what an ample manner, muft he exprefs himfclf, 
when converfing with his Padobaptijl Brethren! It 
is time for ine to put an abfolute negative on his to¬ 
tally unfounded al'l^rtion; to chaftife his unparalleled 
vanity; and to vin(S^tejny,integrity againft his im¬ 
plicit, but odious charge ! 

On this occafion the following particulars, with 
which I have met in refpctftable authors, occur to re^ 
.membrance. ' Dr. Johnson: ‘He that is pleafed 
‘with hhnjelfi eafily imagines he fliall pleafe others*.’ 
Mr. CowPiSR: 

‘ None but an author knows an author’s cares, 

* Or fancy's fondness for the child Jhe bears f.’ 
Mr. Hi CKS : ‘They [the Roman Catholic miffion- 
‘ ariesj triumph mightily in converfions which were 
‘ 7iever made, and converts not inJiruSied J.’ Mr. 
James Owen: ‘ I fhould not have thought it worth 
‘ while to have anfwsred [the performance ef my op- 
‘ ponent,] but for the clamorous confidence'of fome 

«_^people, who reckon a book unanfunerahle, when no 

‘ reply is made unto it §.’ 

A repeated perufal of j^ntipesdobaptiftn Examined, 
fit froni producing that ftrong convidiion of which 

S' (^JoiiT'soN, Part I. p. 35. Edit. 6th. t Poem, 

Vol. I. p. 67. ■! I’rtfivMii’ve iJgMtif Pofrj, Title Xlll. p". 

43 * § ‘lutantc:! E'vnngiliciiittfVixii.ce. ■ 



PREFACE. V 

Dr. WittlAMS was pleafed to boaft, had an efFeft 
qittte the reverfe. For the principles on which he 
endeavours to fupport Infant fprinkling *, are many of 
them fo novel, fo paradoxical, and fo extremely foreign 
from every idea fuggefted by the law and pra<Sice of 
baptifm, as recorded in the New Teftamenti that 1 
received additional confirmation of my avowed fenti- 
ments. Nay, fo far from being convinced, in the 
manner he fondly believed and ralhly ailerted, I could 
not forbear fufpedting that even many Paedobaptifts 
themfelves, among the Diflenters, and elpecially a- 
mong our Congregational Brethren, muft be ajhanted- 
to fee their caufe defended on fuch principles, and to 
find fuch efFeifs attributed to baptiTm, as various of 
thofe with which they meet m' Antlpadobaptijm Ex¬ 
amined. 

Though I have not the leaft expe£latIon of what is 
contained in the following pages, being confidered by 
Dr. Williams as unanfwerable \ and though, being 
firmly perfuaded that an upright Paedobaptift is more 
worthy of efteem than a hypocritical Baptift, I do not 
fb much as wijh for any fuch conviftion taking place 
in his mind, except he were to avow and a< 9 : ufon it j 
yet I have endeavoured to convince him, and to pro¬ 
duce a confeffion, that I am not a Paedobaptift incog. 
Yes, I have made fome exertions in order to prove, 
that I am aot ‘ enamoured’ with Antipeedobaptijm Ex¬ 
amined— I am no more convinced by the force 
of my Opponent’s arguments, than I am charmed 

• As the cxprelfons, InfantyjoinkUng, wherever they ocair 
in this Defmcc, arc uTcd merely by way of diftinftton, and not 
cif contempt; fo the terms Pxio-iaplifm, and Infant baptijrn^ 
arc employed in compliai'.cr wi'h geiieru! cuftom ; and nut uc- 
caufc the author contiders an infent as bapi.Keii, on whom water 
has been folcuinly poured or Iprinkled. 

a % with 



yi P R E F A C E. 

»i|rith the tnodefty of his prctenfions, the confiftency 
df his fentiments, thp perfpicuity of his meaning, the 
accur?xy of his language, or the elegance of his com- 
pofition: on all which I have made fome animadver- 
fions that would certainly have been (pared, even 
though I had thought proper to write a Defence^ if he 
had not confidered me as captivated with his Perfor¬ 
mance*. But whether, after all my endeavours, 1 
lhall be fo happy as thoroughly to convince him that 
I am dill, ex animo, a Baptift, is to. me uncertain. 

Elevated with joy as ]3r. Williams may be, in 
expciSationof his Book powerfully fupporting the caufe 
of Infant fprinklili», and of its making a multitude of 
converts • to that caufc ; yet; my zealous Opponent, 
Mr.^ PiRiE, evidently defpairs of any exertions what¬ 
ever proving effeftual for that pUrpofe. Thus he 
fpeaks: ‘ It is highly P'roiahk that the Baptift-ideas 
* will prevail.f.’—This, to us, is pleafing intelligence: 
and I mull acknowledge myfelf inclined to the fame 
opinion, though not on the fame grounds. Becaufc, 
in the reafons affigned by him for that perfuafion, 
there is a flagrant miflrepreflenlation of our fentiments, 
relativb to the importance and utility of baptifm—a 
jnifreprefentation fo palpably grofs^ that 1 am aftonifh- 
ed how an author of his refpedtablc pharadler coujd 
be (b inadvertent, v/hen writing agahift ‘ MelTrs. M' 
‘Lean and Booth.’ 

It has gcneially been confidered as unfair; for any 
polemical author to animadvert upon thefli^l Edition 
of a book, if an improved Imprcfllon of the fame work 
had made its appearance time enough to have been 

* LliTurn, when wntii';:; ap. iinft Kin:>: IIkn’ky the F.ighth, 
fayse ‘Nou mihi, led libi i.iiputet Rex Hi.vKii'Vs, fi (Kvrius ct 
< aibcriijs a me tra't.'.tus fiicrit.’ 0 /ira,Ti<m. ^33. 

Witeberg. 156:. f Preface, p. v. 

3 ■ coafult- 



PREFACE. vii 
confulted . Now though Dr. WxitiAMS inform 
us, that the ‘ former part’ of his Work was * fent into 
‘ the prefs’ before the fecond Edition of Padobaptifm 
Examined came outf; yet, in the fecond Volume of 
his Performance, he might have regarded the improv¬ 
ed Impreffion of my book.—It is very obfervable, 
that though the enlarged Edition of Padobaptifm Ex- 
amincd was publifhed about fix months before Mr. 
Elliot’s Dipping not appeared} yet, from 

the latter, my Opponent could find an opportunity of 
introducing a long quotation in the body of his Work J; 
while not a tittle appears, from the corredled Impref¬ 
fion of my book, as matter of anijpadverfion, except a 
few particulars in his ^pendix. An indication, this, 
that he was not quite fo defirous of doing jullice, 
either to me §, or to our caufe,as he was of obtaining 
what he denominates a concejjian from the late Mr. 
Elliot, under tlie charadler of an Antipadobaptijf. 

Widely as I ditFcr from Dr. Williams, refpeft- 
ing the inode, the fubje£t, and the utility of baptiCn; 
uncandid, as I think, fonic of his refledlions upon the 
Baptifts ; and obnoxious to fevere aniniadverfion, as I 
confider a number of particulars in his Performance} 
yet, for his profell'ed refpedtful regard to my charac¬ 
ter II, I fincerely acknowledge mylelf obliged. 

London, Aug. ift. 1792. A. BOOTH. 


* See Dr. W atfri.avti’s Second Defence of Sh/frief, p. 412. 
Mr. Hm’.vi.y's FJt’i'tn Letters 10 Mr. J. fVhsi.EV, p. 5. 
t I’rtFarc, p. iv. J Vo!. IJ. p. 119—13}. § Sec this Or- 

//v/;r,p. 37, jS, 39, 29!, 292. S Preface, p. is. Vol. jl. p. 
4»7. 



The fcBowlng trrMa, btfiihi a ftw mitokes ir ortfe^rapfiy and panfliiv. 
arion, have been obferved. Pa|t»?, line j, for—infimts, rou), iifault—, 
P. j8i 1 . la. f. NiCHoi., ji. Njchois. P. 51, I. 33. f. Baptifts, r. 
fafijh. P. $6> 1 . 5) dele vtiy. P. IC5, 1 . 34, f. Xentamen, r. To* 
tumn. P. aoz, h a after Lvrit r, dele the cmuiBy and p! -ce il after 
htiy P. 204, 1 . 18, it\!t parentktjit. P, 1 . 23, f. ir, r- laa^ 
P. 500,1. i8,f. n»3nth,r. mnri. 
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A DEFENCE 
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PiEDOBAPTISM EXAMINED, &c, 

CHAPTER T. 

Concerning the Title of Dr. Williams’s Book^ 'his 
Profejfionsy and his Condiul., V'dative to this Gbn- 

D r. Williams having called his book, Jntipte- 
dobaptifm Examined, as a counter title to mine, 
it is natural to enquire, why he did not, add; On the 
Principles, ConceJJions, and Rcufonings of the moji 
learned Antipeedobaptijls ? Having reverfed the lead¬ 
ing term, in the title of my book; and profelling to 
give it di full reply; it might have been expeiEted that 
the title of his performance would have been ;l*perfeil 
contraft to mine. It might alfo have been jufVIy cx- 
pefted, that he would prefent his reader, under each 
branch of the general fubjecl, with a number of fuch 
quotation! from the writings of Baptifts, as would 
(to ufe.an elegant phrafe of his own) have been 
^ plump againft*’ themfelves. For though the pub¬ 
lications of Baptifts are very few, in comparifon with 

* Ant/fi.ed. Exam. Vol. II. p. 70. N. H. For the fake of bre¬ 
vity, I (hall, in the following pajes, \vl\en tiuotini; the Bttok on 
wliich I animadvert, mention only r'ot. I. or i'ot. II. and the 
number of the page. 
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4' . The Title af Dr. JV.’s Booh [Chap. I. 
thofe of Pasdobaptifts j yet, htid the authors of our 
perfuafion been divided among themfclvcs, wdth refer¬ 
ence to the fubjeft befoi-e us, their printed works are 
fufficiently numerous to have fiirniflied my opponent 
with a confiderable number of quotations, upon the 
pl;in of Padohaptlfm Examined. 

To what then was it owing, that Dr. W. did not 
avail himfelf of ‘ principles, concc’ffions, and reafon- 
‘ ings’, contained in the writings of Baptifts, when pro- 
fefl'edly contending with them, and when anfwering a 
book intended to fliow that Piedobaptills are ex¬ 
tremely inconfiftent with themfclvcs ? Was it becaufe 
he was quite averfe to confront them with their own 
words, and to confute thhm on the ground of their 
own conceflions ? That is to tlie laft degree impro¬ 
bable : bccaufe it is Hianifefl from various Inftances, 
to be remarked in their proper place, that he did not 
want an inclination to have availed himfelf of the 
argumentum qd hominem. Was it becaufe he con- 
iidered the Baplifls as being, of all Chrillian pro- 
fefl'ors, the moll: harmonious in their theological views, 
and the moll conllllent with themfelves ; fo that it 
would have been in vain to feek for a difference of 
fentimsnt among them, relative to any article, of im¬ 
portance ? Were that the cafe, it would be a llrong 
prefumption in our favour, and much to our credit. 
But this honour Dr. W. is extremely far from allow¬ 
ing us; for he reprefents the Baptifts as being, ‘ per- 
‘'haps more than any other denomination of Chrillians 
‘ divided about tlic import’ of our Lord’s ‘ command, 
« Gs— preach the Gofpei to every creature In regard 
to which, he exhibits them to the public, as ‘ perpe- 
»tually clalhing* one with another*. Was it, then, 


* Vo!, 11 . 403, 404. 
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Chap. I.J hh Profejfmns^ and bis CanduSf. 3 
‘ perpetually clafhing’ as they are about fome other 
particulars, that he could perceive fcarcely any thing 
in their publications which has the appearance of in- 
confiftency with their avowed fentiments and prailice, 
relative to the mode and fubjeft of baptifm ? This is, 
apparently, the fail; and it is greatly to the reputa¬ 
tion of their caufe, confidercd as Baptijis. For it is 
a prefumptive evidence that their views and condudl, 
in regard to baptifm, proceed on a folid foundatioi^— 
on plain fcriptural principles, contained in precepts 
and precedents. 

Severe, therefore, as my opponent’s refletSlion upon 
us manifcftly is, with reference to fome other par¬ 
ticulars ; it furnifhes an inference eMremely favour¬ 
able to our caufe, in refpeit of, baptifm. For is it 
fuppofable that fuch clafliing morttds, as, according 
to Dr. W.’s reprefentation, the Baptifts are; fliould 
be fo confiftent, and fo harmonious, refpedling the 
baptifmal rite, if they did not proceed on a good 
foundation ? So confiftent and fo harmonious are the 
Baptifts, relative to the ordinance under difeuflion, 
that our zealous opponent has not produced, from 
their publications of any fort, fo much as one dy'cft 
conceffion, that is by natural and fair coiiftruifion 
inimical to their own practice. No, not fo much as 
a JifigL’ injiance has he produced of their admitting, 
that the rite in queftion is any thing fhort of a folcmn 
immtrfion; chat it was ever adminiftered, by the 
Apoftlcs, in any otlicr manner; that the Apoftics, or 
ajioftclic men, ever baptized any that were naturally 
incapable of making a perfonal profefSon repent¬ 
ance and faith j or that they deliberately avow any 
principles which, in their necelTary confequenccs, arc 
inimical to their own fentiments and praiftice refpccl- 
B a ing 



4 The Title of Dr. JV.’s Book., [Chap. I. 

ing baptifm. Hence the reader may juftly conclude, 
that ‘ principles, conccffions, and reafonings, in fa¬ 
vour of Pasdobaptifm, were extremely hard to be pro¬ 
cured, by Dr. W., frqm the writings of Baptifts: 
even while he could eafily have produced an immenfe 
number of incon/iftencies, relating to other articles oi' 
dodlrine and of practice, from thofe ‘perpetually 
‘ clafhing’ authors. 

It feems therefore that, with regard to baptifm, vVe 
are tolerably well agreed among ourfelvcs. For, had 
our fentiments and language, refpeefing tlie mode and 
fubje£l: of that ordinance, been remarkably difeordant, 
it is highly probable that the title of Dr. W.’s book 
would have ruip.thus: Antipardohaptifm Examined, on 
the Principles, Conccffions, and Reafoninps, of Aniiper- 
dnbaptifls ; with whatever elfe the author might have 
thought proper.—None can doubt, but my opponent 
would have tratifcribed a nuntber of teftimonits and 
conceflionsj in favour of fnfint fprinkling, had he 
found them in the writings of llapliRs; with much 
more pJeafure than he did thofe which he has produ¬ 
ced from the woj ks of Piedobaptifts. I cannot forbear 
(iifp^dling, therefore, that when he concluded to an- 
fwer Ptedabapiifm Examined, it muff have been a little 
mortifyuig for him to find, that he could not, with 
ajiy appearance of propriety, reverfe the lubcle 7 Itle of 
mv book, to make it ‘ plump againft’ me. This, per¬ 
haps, may be conlldered by fome readers i S a prefump- 
tive evidence, that his peiformance is not a ^full rc- 
‘ ply’ to mine: to which particular I muft, however, 
hereafter advert. 

'I'he profcjfons-znd conduct of my opponent, in the 
management of this controverfy, defervc. regard. 
When, in a certain pallage, he is obferved to denomi¬ 
nate 
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nate his work a ‘ humble attempt*’, one is led to fup- 
pofe that the eftimate he formed of his own abilities, 
as an author, was far from being highjorafluming: and, 
that no airs of fclf-importance, that no conhdent, 
overbearing language, would appear in the courfe of 
his undertaking. But, notwithftanding this, Dr. W. 
frequently, and in variety of ftyle, gives plain indica¬ 
tions of fuperior confidence. When refledling on 
various particulars, to be introduced in a following 
paragraph, I cannot forbear fufpe£ting, that we have 
an early fpecimen of the good opinion he entertains of 
his own abilities, in the choice of his motto, which 
runs thus; ‘ When I had waited — I /aid, I will an- 
^ fiver alfo my part, I alfo will jhew mhte opinion.’ That 
Elihu, in fo exprefling himfelf, aCied quite in cha- 
ra£ler, and that he fpake the words of truth and foher- 
tiefs, 1 have no doubt. For he was raifed up of God, 
and well qualified, to perform the part of a moderator 
between Job and his three friends. Bufthefe words, 
from the pen of my opponent, feem to have the ap¬ 
pearance of felf-importance. After quoting a pafTage 
from Dr. Gill, he pronounces it a ‘ curious piece of 
‘ dogmatifmf ’: and I am very much inclined to^think, 
that the words of Elihu, as applied by Dr. W. to 
himfelf, may be juftly pronounced a curious piece of 
egotifn. For he no fooner enters on the ftage of con- 
troverfy than, demanding audience from the difpu- 
tants on b8th fides, thofe afluming monofyllables, /, 
MY, and*MiNE, make the moft confpicuous figure in 
what he fiys. / waited—/ faid— I will anfwcr— I 
alfo—MY part— mine opinion. In the words of my 
opponent, it may be afked, ‘ Well, reader, what fay 
‘ you to this J ?’ Did you ever, fee a more curious piece 


•Vol. II. 161. f Vol. II. T';. t Vol. I.-jRp- 
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6 rhe Title of Dr. tVJs Booh [Chap. I. 

of egotifm? Might not his readers juftly demand 
‘ Who is this great and very important /, that (peaks 
‘ in fuch an oracular manner, and fummons the puhlic 
‘attention to his decillon of that controverfy on 
‘which he is beginniiig to write? We—they might 
‘ add—we readily allow him, when adling under a 

* certain charafter, to fycak ex cathedra ; but, when 
‘ addrefiing the public, to ail'ume the air of one tliat 
‘ fpeaks ex tr/podc, is far from treating us with due re* 
‘pedt.’ It is not credible, I conceive, that Dr. W. 
would have thus announced himfelf to the public, if 
he had not confidcred his performande as uncommonly 
‘excellent—Speaking of the writers for, and againft, 
Infant baptifm, *Dr. W. liiys; ‘ I pei-ccive that the 

* champions on the one fide are by no means agreed 
‘ upon this queftion. On what is the right of infants 
‘ to baptifm founded ? And thofe, on the other know 
‘ very well how to avail themfclves of the fadl 
Feelingly apprehenlive of confequcnces, and zealous 
for the honour of Pa?dobaptifm, he therefore, makes a 
‘ humble attempt,’ in fupport of the endangered caufe ; 
and thus, in cffedl, he introduces it: Hear now.^ O ye 
champions^ and regard my decifwe opinion I 

Further ; As my opponent, fpcaking in His motto, 
implicitly declares, that the contents of Antipcedobap- 
tifrn Examined have an uncommon claim on the public 
attention ; fo, toward the conclufion of that work, he 
exprefsly avows his confidence of the performance ob¬ 
taining divine acceptance, ‘ as a Defence of Truth— 
‘ a work of faith and labour of love f.’ He feems alfo 
ftill to retain tlie very high opinion he originally had 
of his Book, and to confider it as being in great eftima- 
tion with the public. This appears by his propofals, 

* Mr.MoRRict’s&r/rt/i;r//>, Kort,p.6S. 347. 

recently 
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recent!]|rpublifhed*, for printing another work: in 
which propofaJs he fubjoins to his name, ‘ Author 
* OF AntipjKDObaptism Examined.’ A plain 
indication this, that he confiders his being the writer 
of that performance as procuring celebrity to his 
name, and as being a ftrong recommendation of any 
other work that he may offer to the public. Every 
theological author, however, is not warranted thus to 
announce his own importance in a motto ; thus to be 
afl'ured that God accepts his book, as a ivork offaith 
and labour of love ; and thus to be gratified with the 
public approbation. 

The authoritative language of Elihu, when appear¬ 
ing as moderator between Job ancf his three cenfori- 
ous friends, is highly arrreeable to my opponents; for 
Mr. Alexander I’irie, who honoured Padobap~ 
iifm Examined with fome remarks, has chofen t'le 
following words of that cclcbiated Ancient, as his 
motto; ‘ Great men are not always wife — Therefore 
‘ Ifaid^ Hearken to ME ; I also will shew 
‘ THEE MINE OPINION f.’ Thus both my zealous 
oppofers announce their opinions to the public, with 
the folemn confequence of an Elihu ! But, ora¬ 
cular as each of them appears in his motto, the opi¬ 
nion of Mr. PiRiE, and that of Dr. W., cannot both 
be infallible ; bccauPe, in various rcrpects, they con- 
tradi£t one another. 

Again. :*Dr. W., in thecourfe of his reafoning, fre¬ 
quently expreffes himfelf like one that is confident of 
his own argumentative abilities. I'liis he do 'S by 
propofing, not merely to prove, but (which i» liu; 
higheft kind of proof) to demonstrate J a'’re.it 

• On the caver of the Monthly Revieze, for Auunlf, i 794. 

+ A/ytendix to Dijfrtat. no Bap. Pc.th', 17S7. 

$ Vol. 1 . 3S, 77, 199. Vol. II. S. 
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variety of particulars. Yes, and left any thrStigh in¬ 
attention or ovcrfight, (hould fufpeft my opponent 
of having promifed'more than is performed; he at 
ev'ery turn reminds his reader, that he has demon- 
ftratcd the article which was under difcuflion *. Re- 
fpediing which I /hall at prcfcnt only fay, with Dr. 
Wathrland ; ' Dcrnonjfrations are good things, 

* but fometimes very hard to come at f.’ With Le 
Clerc ; * Men are apt. to believe what they defire; 

* and the weakeft reafons which perfuadc them, appear 
‘ like demnjlrations And, with Mr. Bonnet ; 
many authors ‘ are continually fpeaking of demonjira- 
‘ tion but obferves, that ‘ it were better to promife 
‘ lefs: this methSd creates, and merits more conli- 

* dence §.’—-The following, and fimilar ?xprelfions> 
are frequently ufed by Dr. W. / affirm—I fcruple 
not to affiert—1 am bold to fay—we are bold to affirm— 

1 maintain—J inf/}—that I deny—mi, I abfolutely 

deny (|. 

My opponent, in his Notes on Mr. Morrice’s 
Social Religion, fpeaks of Champions for the right of 
infants to baptifm ; and, on another occafion, he 
talks af ‘ polemic champions’ being feen ‘ heSioring 
‘ one another **.’ Let my reader confider the fubfe- 
quent expreflions, and then judge whether our author 
does not afturae the airs of a ‘ hedloring champion,’ 

^ and of a martial hero, rather than thofe of a perfon 


» Vol. I. 9;;, lor, 2.-, ,,,, 362. Vol. n. 1,9, 200, 

Vf P- 48 ^- Edit. 3d. 

J In Wati-klanii s Ivijojrionc' of Doil. of Trhi. p. i;i6, 
Ktlit. 2d. § i’hilufjfbicalwid Critual Inquiries muernhi^ Cbri~ 
Mnuy p x xi. || A „1 I. ,,5, J 

Vo . II. 264. Vol. I. 2,9. Vol. II. 2£,5. Vol. I. 5,, 72, 207. 
Vol. II. 10, 25i,V('l. 1 [. 16a, 174.. ^ Page 68. ** Letter to 
Dr.TRlESTi.Y, fubioined to fiift Vol. of Ahridg. Dr. Owen’s 
JLxptjfit, of Epifle to, Utb. 
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who jfofefles only to humble attempt’—Af¬ 

ter having faid enough, as he fuppofes, to confute his 
opponents, he adds; ‘ We (hall, ex abundanti, take AK- 

* OTHER TURN WITH THEM Nowis IJOt thls 
language more becoming the lips of a brawny athle¬ 
tic, than the pen of a fober dfiputant? The former, 
having given his antzgonida foil, adfs entirely in cha- 
rz'fier when he ftruts about on the ftage, and, with an 
air of triumph fays, / will take another turn with 
him ; but, for a theological difputant, in the courfe of 
a ‘ humble attempt,’ to adopt fuch language, is very 
extraordinary.—After having politely charged us with 
being ‘ impertinently inimical’ to what he confiders as 
reafonable and right, he fays; ‘ Their favourite terms, 

‘ pofitive law, and, apoJioUc example, —are a two-edged 
'■ fword, which they brandljh with great parade, and 

* with which they pretend to do great execution ; [but] 
‘ let us now fee whether this weapon may not be 
‘ wrefted out of their hands f.’ Dr. W, having pro¬ 
duced one of our objeftions to his own hypothefis, 
though there be not a word in it, even as exprefled by 
himfelf, that breathes a martial fpirit, immediately 
adds: ‘To face thh cannon, however fosmidablc, 
‘ we venture to plant another J.’ Then he introduces 
a number of fhort extracts from Padobaptifm Exa¬ 
mined, in the following manner; ‘ The mercenary 
'■forces they [the Baptifts] place in front muft be fuch 
‘ as thei^ §.’ After producing which, he fpeaks of 
‘ their'whole collective force from van to rear gnd 
then he threatens—Alas, for tiie poor Baptifts! what 
muft become of them !—then he threatens, in the fu¬ 
ry of his martial indignation, ‘ to confront, to break, 
‘ and to rout the boafted fophiftical phalanx j].’ Nay, 

^ol. J. I',’’. ■]• \o’. I. 52. J V'ol. I. 280. § Vol, I. 
201. J Vol. I. .C4, 205. 
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his polemical prowefs increafes, and his heroifm rifes 
to the higheft pitch; for he boldly ‘ challenges the 

* whole CORPS of Antipasdobaptifts ‘ Well,reader, 

* what fay you to this ?’ Is it not in the high martial 
ftyle, and in the true fpirit of a ‘ he£loring cham- 

* pion ?’ 

Dr. W., I obferve, confiders himfelf, with reference 
to various important particulars, as pofleffing much 
more prudence, caution, and acumen, than the gene¬ 
rality of Paedobaptift authors before him have done. 
Thus, for inftance, when handling the fubjeff of Po- 
Jitive Injlitutions, he fays : ‘ The Paedobaptifts in ge~ 

* neral have tamely fubmitted to this pofition, Baptfn 

* and the Lord’s Jumper are pefttive injlitutions, in its 
‘ moll abfolute and undillinguilhed fenfe, as a maxim 

* not to be controverted ; and the Antipaedobaptills 
■* arc, doubtlefs, much obliged to us for this piece of 
.* complaifaiice, as it is evidently the main pillar of 

* their caufe, and the armour in which they trull f 
—Again: ‘ The abufe of terms, is notorioufly cxem- 

* plified in the word covenant —It mull be acknow- 
‘ ledged that many Peedobaptiji writers have been 
‘ EXTR,5MELY UNGUARDED in this particular, which 
‘ has afforded no fmall handle to the oppofite party J.’ 
—Once more : ‘ If the above reprefentation of the 

* nature and defign of this ordinance be jull, it may 
‘ contribute to vindicate the right ufe of two very im- 

* portant terms commonly employed in the controver- 

* fy, liable to abufe, and, may I not add, very sel- 

* DOM EXPLAINED in a confjlent manner? I mean 

* the terms feal and covenant. Hardly any thing more 

* common in explaining the nature of baptifm than 
‘ fome fuch phrafe as this, It is a fign and seal of the 

<* Vcl. I. 406. t Vol. I. 34. I Vol. I. iS. 
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‘ gofpel covenant ; and the authority ufuaily urged in 
‘ favour of this application of the word feal., is—Ro- 
‘ mans the fourth and eleventh. Waving a particu- 
‘ lar difeuffion of the many Jlrangc things this notable 
‘ paffage has been made to fpe.ak, and the aifiird de- 
‘ (lu.ftions following thereupo i; 1 would obferve, that 
‘ the chief, if not the only fource of thtf: miftakes, 
‘ has been owing to the tvant of a proper attention to 
‘ tlie different ufes of feals among the ancients, in coa- 
‘ nedlion with the different acceptations of the term 
‘ covenant 

The generality of Paedobaptift authors, it feems,botIi 
at home and abroad, when profcffedly defending the 
right ofinfants to baptifm, have be.^ia ktofignoramiifes 
—fuch ignoramufes, that it would be hard to find, in 
the whole hiftory of controvcrfics, any fail: of a fimilar 
kind and of equal extent. For here, according to Dr. 
W., we behold, with few exceptions, a learned and 
numerous clafs of polemical writers tamely furrender¬ 
ing that ver)' principle, which is the ‘ main pillar'' of 
their opponents’ caufe, and ‘ the armour in which 
‘ they truft.’ i his the Paedobaptilfs, from tiine inune- 
morial, have done—Simpletons as they w'erc —with¬ 
out necciuty, without a conteff, and without com¬ 
plaint!—Nay, fo extrem..Iy unfkilful have they been, 
in defending their own caufe, that, in fima infiancp', 
when they have not ‘tamely’ given up, but faithfully 
retained,‘an important principle, or a pertinent text, 
they have faid fuch ‘ fire.nge things’ upon it, and the 
natural deductions have been fo ‘ abfurd,’ as rather to 
difgrace and wound, than to fupport, Paedobantif-n. 
'Fhus h.ave they proceeded, for a long coutfe of time, 
while poor Picdobajuirm lay bleeding under their un- 


\\!. J. 145. 
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Skilful hands! Yet fuch a ‘ latent myftery’ was tiiere 
in their miftakes, and fo remote was it from the ken 
of common underftandings; that only Dr. W., and 
perhaps ‘ a few more geniufes, fuperior in penetration 
‘to many of the moft eminent that ever filled the pro- 
‘ feffor’s chair, or adorned the Proteftant pulpit,’ have 
been able to detect the pernicious blunders. It was, 
therefore, high time for Dr. W. to arife, to anfwer 
hit part.) and to Jhew his opinion ; that Paedobaptifts 
might be delivered from their miftakes, and Pxdobap- 
tifm refcued from impending ruin. 

Mr. PiRiE alfo confidcrs himfelf as having a 
claim to originality, and to ftiare, with Dr. W., the 
honour of inveterate miftakes among Piedo- 

baptifts, in the management of their common caufe. 
For thus he fpeaks, refpefting his own performance: 

* The novelty of fome ideas, and their oppofition to 

* the fentiments of many refpeitable writers in the Pae- 
‘ dobaptift line, may tend to render this work lefs po- 
‘ pular—Mr. Booth has quoted a multitude of cekbra- 
‘ ted authors^ all agreeing with you, [Mr. M‘Lean] 

* on the whole, in your .ideas of the Abrahamic cove- 

* nant s^nd its token. Error, however, cannot plead 

* prefoription ; nor can all the writings in the world 

* change a falfehood into truth—The truth is, this mat- 
‘ ter hitherto has been altogether mijlaken. I have cx- 
‘ amrned all the arguments produced by Baptifts, and 
‘ felf-inconfijient Psedobaptifts —How uncommonly 
happy for Paedobaptifin, that a couple of Authors, 
poflefled of fuch acumen, and of fuch caution, fliould 
arife about the fame time, and ftand up in its defence! 
But how deplorable muft be my fituation, and that of 
the caufe which I efpoufe, confidering that they both 


Uifipm, Pief. p. vii. p. iiS, 121, 166. 


unite 



Chap. L] hh Pmfejfmty and his CanduSi. 13 
unite againft me! However, as Dr. W. himfelf (for¬ 
getting that he was writing a Treatife^ and not a LeU 
ter to one ) has dropped a cheering word, and faid; ‘ Sir, 

* let not this difcourage you*’, I lhall proceed. 

Dr. W., then, profefles a ftrong defire of promot¬ 
ing love and peace, between our Paedobaptift Brethren 
and us. Thus he exprefles himfelf: ‘ I ihould be 
‘ very forry if what is advanced in the following Exa- 

* mination, fliould in any meafure violate the facred 
‘ bond of Chriftian charity and friendfhip tliat fubfifts 
‘ between me and, in this inftance, rny differing bre- 
‘ thren; with feveral of whom I wifli to preferveand 
‘ cultivate a fraternal affedlion—How happy fliould I 
‘ be if my humble attempt fliould procure me—the 
‘ honour of peace-maker among brethren—'I'his work 
‘ was not undertaken or profecuted, with a view to 
‘ fofter a party-fpirit, but to promote the union of 
‘ Chriftiansand, near the conclufion of his book, 
he calls it a ‘ charitable effort to leflen‘rather than in- 
‘ creafe the difference between [Paedobaptifts andj 
‘ us t’. 

Let us now fee whether the condu£l of Dr. W. 
be quite agreeable to his affectionate, his gentle, and 
his pacific profelfions; of which the reader may judge, 
by the following particulars. He farcaftically repre- 
fents me, ‘and a few more geniufes,' as poffeffing 
‘ fuperior penetration.’ He charges us with making 
an ‘ injifxible oppofition’ to Infant baptifm ; and our 
principles, with being ‘ unreafonable, unferipturaL, and 
‘ highly uncharitable' He calls us ‘ the rigid votaries 
‘ of plunging.’ He denominates immerfion, as prac- 
tifed by us, ‘ the badge of parties and carnal divifions 
‘ in the church j’ and ‘ the diftinguifliing mode of a 

' Yul. I. 7. t Pref. p. ix. Vol. II. 161, 347, 409. 
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* SECT.* He pronounces our views of pofitive infti- 
tutions, nearly ‘ allied to the intereft of genuine biga- 
‘ try and our fentiments, relative to immerfion, as 
'•genuinely Popijl)' —^as ‘ firft planted by a pharifaic 
' hand’ — as ‘ watered by the hand of bigoted fin- 
' gulariiy' —;ind as ‘ the line of bigotryl Nay,—molt 
admirable turn of thought, and choice of expreffion!— 
he fays ; ‘ The Baptifts—unwarrantably screw the 
‘ initiating rite in the vice of bigotry.' What, reader, 
could poflibly have been imagined, more fine in itfelf, 
or more friendly to us ! He maintains, that ‘to ex- 

* elude fprinkliiig or pouring as a nullity, comes little 
‘ fhort of the uncharitable rigor, and unwarrantable 

* zeal, of thofi who hold’ the neceility of baptifm to 
falvation. Alluding to the words of Paul, whenaddrefT- 
ing the Atheniatii,, he exclaims; ‘ Ye Antipsedobap- 
‘ tills, we perceive that in all thefe things ye are too 
‘ fuperjlitious.' He implicitly charges me with feek- 
ing occafion to ‘ cavil and, apparently, with a de- 

ftgned ‘ mifreprefentation’ of thofe Picdobaptill authors 
whom I quote. He repref-uits my principles, relative 
to baptifm, as little, if at all better, than thofe of Po¬ 
pery. ^ If the one be Scylla, the other is Charybdis ; 

‘ the remedy is little better than the difeafe.' His hy- 

* pothefis, indeed, may cut off the excrefcence of fu- 

* perflition, but inflead of healing the wound, it will 
‘ leave behind, as the inevitable effedl, the gangrene 
‘ of bigotry.' He charges me with ‘ fetting the Paedo- 

* baptifts together by the ears by which, it is proba¬ 
ble, fome heads have been broken, and fome blood has 
been fpilt. 7'hat the quarrelling Paedobaptifts might 
not be wanting of good company, he reprefents the 
Baptifts as being, ‘ perhaps, more than any other deno- 

* miuation of Chriftians— divided about the import’ of 
a certain command, and as perpetually ‘ clafhing’ one 

with 
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Vfkh another, concerning the performance of a parti¬ 
cular duty *, 

S uch is the language of my opponent, refpeiSling my- 
felf and my Baptift brethren ! Now, reader, are you 
not furprifed, are you not greatly charmed, with that 
benignity of temper, that politenefs of expreffion, and 
that pacific, uniting, healing fpirit, which Dr. W. h:is 
difeovered toward the Baptifts ? Extremely grieved 
to think, how deftitute we are of brotherly afedtion 
for Paedobaptifts ; and knowing the reiterated impu¬ 
tation of bigotry to be a fpecific for tliat difeafe; he 
plies us with it in a plentiful majiner. Nothing, fure-. 
]y, could be more agreeable, to his profeffions of can¬ 
dour and love; or more fuitable Co promote thoie 
amiable tempers in us; than founding in our ears, 

GENUINE BIGOTRY-BIGOTED SINGULARITY- 

LINE OF BIGOTRY-VICE OF BIGOTRY-GAN¬ 

GRENE OF BIGOTRY ! We thank him for his molt 
prudently kind regards, and will endeaV'our to derive 
advantage from the fiilutary medicine that he has given 
us ; of which he certairdy has adminiftered a quantum 
fufficit. 

It might, perhaps, beconfidcred by Mr. Pi^iE* as 
a token of difrcfpect for his charaiScr and perform¬ 
ance, were I entirely to overlook the polite and friend¬ 
ly manner in which he alfo has treated us. I'he fol¬ 
lowing particulars may ferve as a (jrccimen. ‘ The 
‘ moment ^hefe people are dipped in water, they too 
‘ often jhht their eyes againjl the light of truth — TO 
‘ BE OPENED NO MORE ; while the ear can liften with 
‘ attention to nothing, but the cry of the party, 
‘ Plunge and be saved.’ He reprefents us as 

A’ I. II. 404. Vol. I. 202, 401. Vol. II. 184, 160, 184, 
Vo!. I. 97. Vol. II. 176, 789, 7S4. 179, j 3 o . 354. Vol. i. 
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-maintaining error, that ‘ blafphemes the conduft of 

* Chrift and his Apoftles}’ and calls our oppofition 
to ‘fprinkling or pouring,— blafphemy againft the 

< words of the Holy Ghoft. What,’ fays he, ‘ fhall 

* we think of a fet of puny mortals, who can fct 

* their mouth againft the heaven in their blafphem- 
' eus talk, treating with fcorn and ridicule the lan- 
‘ guage of the divine Spirit? How long ye fools., 

* will you love fcorning !’ He charges us with talking 

* idle gibberifhand fays, ‘ I know no fet of people 

< fo inconfiftent as [the] Baptift-writers*.’—On thefe 
extradls I leave my reader to form his own judgment; 
only remarking, that Mn Pirie does not pretend, fo 
far as I have obftrved, to aim at promoting love and 
peace between the Paetlobaptifts and us. 

To conftitute a triumvirate, I will j uft mention Mr. 
W. Lewelyn; who denominates baptifm, as admi- 
niftered by us, ‘ The bond and feal of perdition' Who 
exclaims, ‘ O infant haters, bloody priefts of Moloch, 

* look in their faces and tremble !’ Who declares, ‘ I 

* look upon their [the Baptifts’] church, to be far 

* more guilty and barbarous than that of ancient Mo- 

* loch, himfelf f. 

This being fublimely pcrfeifl:,y;/3 more, I make no 
remark upon it, but return to Dr. Williams ; who, 
pofleffing fuch a fund of benevolence toward the Bap¬ 
tifts, and abhorring every thing that has in the leaft 
degree a tendency to widen the breach between us and 
our Paedobaptift Brethren; complains of foinc expref- 
fions in my book, as being cenforious, unfriendly, and 
indecent. At this I was a little furprifed; not merely 
becaufe I did not recolledt any ground for fuch a charge, 

* Apprh.bx. Vxc^.yt. vi. p. IS7. 189, 190. iSg. 171. 

f Dvf}, of Bap. Ycl. III. p. 124, ^15. Ltomiiillcr, 1790. 
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at leaft in the fecond Edition; but alfo becaufe he 
himfelf had long before declared, that ‘ Mr. Booth’s 
‘ Padobaptifm Examined —difcovers a confiderahle de- 

* gree of good temper But, let us hear his 
complaints; and, if juft, make our acknowledgments. 
'I'hus, then, for example; ‘ Our opponents infift, that 
‘ what has been fo often urged, [in defence of Psedo- 
‘ baptifm,] is not conclufive; and modestly affirm, 

‘ it is only calculated to catch the eye of a fuperficial 

* ohferver f.’ Now here is a charge of difrefpedtful 
and indecent language, relative to Pasdobaptifts; as 
if I had pronounced them all ‘ fuperficial obfervers.’ 
But this is a grofs miftake. For the phrafe, fuperji^ 
dal ohferver, is conne<B:ed, both iii grammar and in 
lenfe, with the preceding expreffions, ‘ formidable ap- 

* pearanceand I am there lj}eaking of the fuppofed 
numerous ‘ evidences’ in favour of Infant fprinkling. 
Now, in whofe eye do thofe evidences appear formid¬ 
able ? In that of a Baptift, or of a' Pxdobaptift ? 
Not the latter, furely; for no Paedobaptift was ever 
yet frightened, by feeing what he confidered as a great 
number of evidences in defence of his own caufe. It 
was, therefore, of the more uninformed Baptifs, that 
the offenfive expreffions, ‘ fuperficial obfervers,’ were 
manifeftly ufed J.—Dr. W. himfelf fpeaks of my 
numerous quotations making ‘ a formidable appear- 
‘ anceand of Mr. Tomb es, as being a ‘ redoubtable 
‘ antagoiTift Formidable — redoubtable. To whom? 
The Pidobaptifts, doubtlefs, and to them only: the 
reverfe of which is equally manifeft in the cafe before 
us. Yet my opponent, once, a fecond, and even a 

• Noicon Morrice’s Social-Rel/g. p. 69. f Vol. I. zjz. 
J See the paffage at large, PxJohap. Exafn. p. 449. 450. Edit, 
firft. Or, Antipced. Exam. Vol. I. 9, to. § Vol. 1 . 18, 19. 
37i- 
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third time, refers to the words, ‘ a fuperficial obferver,’ 
as if they contained an indecent cenfure on our Psedo- 
baptift Brethren *! A plain proof, that when Dr, 
W. does ‘fliew his opinion,’ it is not always to be 
regarded as demonftration. 

Taking occafion, in the fccond Edition of Pado- 
baptifm Examined., to remark fome things in my wor- 
tliy opponent’s Notes on his Abridgement of Mr. 
Morrice’s Social Religion, and in Mr. Horsey’s 
Infant Baptifm Jlated and defended ; I conliidered the 
particulars on w’hich I animadverted in a connedled 
view. This led me to ufe the expreffions, ‘ Meflirs. 
‘Williams and Horsey i’ and,‘Meflrs. Horsey 
‘and Willi AMj.’ This difpleafes Dr. W,; be- 
caufe he confiders it as introducing them ‘ together, 
‘ like brotlier tradefmen of tlie fame firm f.’—The 
reader, however, may be aflured, that I had not the 
leaft tliought of any fuch thing: nor did I, by thofe ex¬ 
preffions, intend the fmallcft difrefpedt toward either 
of them. Nay, had I been aware of fuch language 
giving offence, it fliould not have been ufed by me. 

If, however, my expreffions were unbecoming, Mr. 
PiRiE has made me a return in kind; for, ‘ Meffrs. 
‘ M‘Li.AN and Booth,’ conftitutc part of his Title- 
page J. Nay, Dr. W. himfelf ought either to ex¬ 
culpate me, or plead guilty to a fimilar charge; for the 
very fame form of expreffion is ufed by him, when he 
fays, ‘ MefTrs, Lawrence and Gill§.’ This 
mull he tlie cafe, except he ‘ fliew his opinion,’ and 
fairly ‘ demonftr.'-.te,’ that Lawrence and Gill, are 
names of much Icfs importance than thofe of Wil¬ 
liams and Horsey. —Befides, what does my oppo¬ 
nent mean, where, when fpeaking of me, he fays; 

* Vol. I. 9, 232. Vol. ir. 4. t Vol, II. 352. t Appendix 
to DWertat. § Vol. 11 . 112. Note. 

‘Plung- 



Chap.] hh Prafejiom^ and his ConduH. ig 
‘ Plunging is prddUfcd by himfdf and his CONSTITU- 
‘ ENTS * ?’ I cannot help thinking that the afpeft of 
thefe very Angular exprelTions, is almoft as ill-favour¬ 
ed as that of thofe for which I am cenfured. But whom 
does Dr. W, intend by my ‘ conjfituents The mem¬ 
bers of the church to which I ftand related ? That 
cannot be; for they do not folemnly plunge, or bap¬ 
tize, either one or another. Baptift minifters ? but in 
what fenfe can they be cojifidercd aswy conftituentsf 
Till Dr. W. lend me the ‘ glaflcs’ of which he Ipeaks, 
and ‘ wipe them clean’ too, there is reafon to fear I 
Avail never difeover his meaning in thefe words. 
Meanwhile, I charitably conclude, that he intended 
fomething or other by them; but, whatever his mcan- 
i/ig was, he feems to have fufFered it all to evaporate, 
or to have tranfmuted it into nonfenfe. 

Rene£ling on my opponent’s loud profeiSons of re-« 
gard to the promoting of love, of peace, and of unity 
among Chriftians; and comparing, with thofe pro- 
feflions, the various alperities of diction, and feverities 
ofeenfure, which have proceeded from his pcn,refpedl- 
ing his Baptift brethren; I am reminded of what he 
fays, in anotirer place, concerning the Socinians; and 
which, mutatis fnutandis., will here apply. Their 
‘ moft formidable attacks—are fo much the more dan- 
‘ gei'ous, by reafon of—the artful inusndos., thrown out 
‘ againft tliofe who maintain the reformed dodlrine, as 
‘ BiGaT,% narrow-minded., illiheral., ahfurd —fine epi- 
‘ thfts aitd high encomiums they fo modejih hejiow up- 
‘ on tkcmfelves, as rational, liberal., charitable, humane, 
‘ cand:d, and fo on: as if, doubtlcfs, they were the men., 

‘ afid ivifdom niuji die with them f.’—How far the fol¬ 
lowing remark of Dr. Owen’s, on Mr. Baxter, 
may here be applied, is left with my reader. ‘ Had 
* Vo!, I. 196. i' A’.rlilgemeut of Social Reli^.Psci. p. dii. 
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‘ I not heard him profefs how much he valued the 

* peace of the church, and declare what his endea- 
‘ vours for it were; I could not but fuppofe—that an 
‘ humour of difputing and quarrelling was very pre- 

* dominant in the man So the late Dr. Fleming, 
while complaining of the Baptifts for intrenching on 
the rights of charity, pronounces them expofed to ‘ a 
‘ terrible anathema f.’ 

Dr. W. takes an early opportunity of informing 
us, that he was defirous his principles might ‘ be tho¬ 
roughly underjiood by every reader, if poflible, without 
‘ hazard of miftake J.’ For this defire he deferves 
commendation. I very much queftion, however, whe¬ 
ther fom of his readers be not at a lofs for his mean¬ 
ing in many places;, and whether the generality of 
them, with regard to various paflages, be not incapa¬ 
ble .c^ underftanding him. This obfcurity arifes, 
partly from his mode of expreffion; and partly from 
his being, apparently, inconfiftent with himfelf. 

From his tnode of exprejfton. For inftance: ‘ Plunging 

* is pra£fifed by [Mr. B.] and his constituents;* 
which has been already remarked. Again: ‘ The 
‘ grant, which baptifm feals, is extenfive as the gofpel 

* found,' on the part of God; but man’s fubjeftive, 

* participated interejl therein, muft have its denomi- 

* nation, its kind and degree, according to the recep- 
< tion and treatment God’s covenant grant meets 
‘ with. A fpiritual reception, (efFedfed by fovereign 

* grace) infures a fpiritual fubjeftive, or aftually par- 
‘ ticipated, intereft. A profejjhnal reception, infures 

* an external intereft. The nature and degree of the- 
‘ reception or treatment the grant meets with, infalli- 

• Do 3 . cf Death of Chrifl, vindicated from Ammndverjions of 
Mr. R. 5., p. 5. t In Burroughs’s Farther Dif. of two 
Difcourfes, p. 41. J Pref. p. i. 
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‘ bly afcertains ths nature azid degree of, the pojfejfun*' 
—Once more: wlien oppofing a principle of mine^ 
relating to pofitive inftitutions, he faysj ‘ If myprin- 
‘ ciple be not admitted in oppofition to his, nothing 
* would hinder, but Atheifts, Delfts, or blafphemers 
‘ might be the proper fubjedls of the Melliah’s king- 
‘ dom, as contradiftinguilhed from believers, and pe- 
‘ nitents, antecedent to the inftitutiont-’—Though I 
have carefully read thefe palTages, time after time,- I 
do not thoroughly, if at all, underftand them j cfpeci- 
ally, the firft and the laft. Yet 


' Our Author has n meanin:;, and, no doubt, 

‘ But ((.me have fenffcnough to find it out.’ 

From heing, apparently^ inco^^fi^ent with himfelf; re- 
fpedting which, the following inftances have occurred 
to obfervation. 


1. “ Can that [law of 
baptifinj be a law merely 
pofitive^ which does not 
poiTefs any fuch properties 
as ALL THE WORLD al- 
lows to be necelTary for 
that purpofe r” Vol. II. 
407. 

2. “ While we confi- 
dcr tho [idea of immer- 
fion exclufively] as un¬ 
certain, or ratl’.cr very ob- 
feure, it is no part of our 
duty to comply with it. 


1. “ The P/vdohaptlJls 
IN GENEKAL have tamely 
fubinitted to this pofition, 
Biiptifm and the Lord’s 
Supper are positive fti~ 
JlitutionSf in its mojl abfo~ 
lute and undilfinguijhed 

fenfe^ as a maxim not to 
be controverted.” Vol. I. 
34 - ^ 

2. “ The obligation [of 
baptifm] arifctli from the 
EQtJlTY of the things not 
froin the under (landing and 
capacity of the perfon.” 

. Vol, I. 401. 




Vo!. II. 234- 

As 


% 


Vol. II. 395. 
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As far as the law is plain, 
it claims obedience j but 
as far as it is indetermi¬ 
nate, it leaves the fuhje£t 
free.” Vol. II. 35^. 

3. “ There is no paf- 
fage in the New Tcfta- 
ment, I will not fay that 
confines the mode of puri¬ 
fying to immerfion, but 
from which it can be fair¬ 
ly deduced [cist, par.) th-it 
immerfion was at all ufcd.” 
Vol. II. 81. See ixKo p. 
l86. 


4. “ 7 'he fc rip rural 
BAPTISM [is] purifica¬ 
tion by water.” Vol. IJ. 

J76. 


5. “ I would fay, in the 
language of Dr. Dod¬ 
dridge, who EXACTLY 
exprefles my thoughts} It 
is 


3. “ As to the mode 
of baptifm (though Mr. 
Morrice went so far 
as to contend, that immer¬ 
fion was never ufed in the 
apoftolick age) it fhould 
feem an equitable rule, 
that— as the practice of 
the difciplcs, whence we 
fhould gather in what 
fenfe they underftood [our 
Lord’s command to bap¬ 
tize,] is attended with con- 
fider.ibiC difficulty, when 
reduced to any one invari¬ 
able method, we fhould 
vary it according to cir- 
cumftanccs.” Social Re- 
lig. Note, p. 131.. 

4. “ 'The different ac¬ 
tions [of immerfing, pour¬ 
ing, or fprinkling,] are 
only different merits of at¬ 
taining a propofed end. 
This END is purification 
by water.” Vol. II. 374. 

5. “ What Engli/li 
term fhall we adojat, [as a 
fubftitutc for tlic word bap¬ 
tifm f] Shall it be cither of 

thofe 
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is Jlrange to me-, that any 
J})Ou!d doubt whether pro- 
felytes were admitted into 
the 'Jewtjh church by hap- 
tifni^ that is by WASH¬ 
ING.” Vol. II. 230. 

6. “ Will our author 
favour us with the curious 
intelligence of any man 
unbaptized, in a Chriftian 
country, on whom it is 
Slot incumbent to be bap¬ 
tized?” Vol. I. 253. 


7. “ The* term [bap- 
tifm is] a genus, denoting 
a ceremonial purification by 
water.”. Vol. II. 355. 


thofe [waffling, pouring, 
or fprinkling,] already 
mentioned by Mr. B. ? 
Nay, THESE I would as 
much objeii to as himfelfi, 
nearly.” Vol. II. 10. 

6. “ It is evident, on 
the lead refleition, that 
criminal ignorance, impe¬ 
nitence, unbelief, and the 
like, are excluded from all 
claim to fuch a moral fuit- 
ablencfs, [as is ell’cntial to 
the fiibje^ts of baptifm ;] 
for how can they be pro¬ 
per fdye.rls^ who are pro- 
felled rebels againff the 
government of the fCing 
of Zion ?—'IJu'.t thvTc is 
in Scripture a coniuv^iion ■ 
formed betwcci; i>'hering 
and b.ipiij'.n in edult', is 
clear from particular p.if- 
fages, as well as tiie nature 
and defign of the ordi¬ 
nance.” Vol. li. 402. 
Vol. I. 212, 213. Sec 
alfo Vol. 1. 72, 96. 

- 7. “ Chriitian king- 
drrms are the Lord’s in a 
fenfe fimilar to that in 
which Ifrael was his; with 
this difference, that the 
yoke of Mofaic ceremo¬ 
nies fliould be removed, 

and 


8. “ What 
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and a ^/riVaa/evangelical 
worlhip introdutfed.” Vol. 


8 . “ What both the or¬ 
dinances in queftion [i. 
e. baptitm and the I/ord’s 
'{upper] require, as a qua¬ 
lification in their refpec- 
tive candidates, is that de¬ 
gree of relative holinefs 
which is necelTary and 
fuitable to their refpe£tive 
nature and defigns.” Vol. 
II. 240. 

g. “ We do [not] read 
of any perfon in the New 
Teftament that was bap¬ 
tized in a churcli, or as 
being a church member,” 
Social Relig. Note, p. 96. 


10. “ The Gofpel re¬ 
velation is the RULE and 
pofitive dircilory” for bap¬ 
tizing. V. I. 225. 


I. 267. 

8. “ Whatever relates 
to the qualifications of the 
fubjedis [ofbaptifm,] is of 
a nature entirely mo¬ 
ral ,,—^and to fay otherwife 
muft imply a contradic¬ 
tion.” Vol. II. 387. 


9. “Infants [are] born 
in the city of God —PciTons 
arc often called church 
members in this controver- 
fy, when they are fo only 
de jure, or quoad clehitmn. 
And in this fenfe we re¬ 
gard all adults before bap- 
tifm, whoneverthelcfs may 
be lawfully baptized. The 
infant children'of profelT- 
ing Chriftians,thofeofour 
opponents not excepted, 
we alfo regard as church 
members in tfie fame fenfe, 
though not baptized.” 
Vol. I. 321, 408. 

10 . “ The LAW by 
which we fuppofe a pa¬ 
rent or a mailer ought to 
be ruled [refpeding the 

baptifm 


II. 
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11. “Dr. Doddridge 
exadlly exprefles my 
thoughts [when he fays;] 
It is Jlrange to me., that 
any jhoidd doubt whether 
profrlytcs were admitted in¬ 
to the JnvlJh church by 
BAPTISM.” Vol. II. 230. 

12. “ Nothing IhoulJ 
be confidered as an efta- 
blifhcd principle of faith, 
which is not in fomc nart 
of .Scripture delivered vvith 
perfpicuity, [and] thatper- 
fpicuity Ihould be fought 
for principally where the 
point in queftion is moft 
profelTedly handled.” Note 
on Social Reltg. p. 368. 

13. “ What was the 71a- 
ture of that rite of which 
John was the adminiftra- 
tor ? I anfwer. It w.is a 
Jewish cleanfmgy or ce¬ 
remonial purification— 
We conclude that John’s 
baptifm was one of the di¬ 
vers baptifms" mentioned 
in Hebrews the ninth and 
tenth. Vol. I. 281, 282. 

14. 


baptifm of his children or 
fervants] is this, That he 
benefit his children, and 
all his, as they are enpa- 
Ne.” Vol 1 . 354. 

11. “ The ceremony of 
adttiijjlosi into the church 
is indeed altered byour 
Lord’s pofitive authority, 
Profclyte all stations bap¬ 
tizing thetn.” V ol. II. 
232. 

12. “*If the Scripture 
be Jilefit about infants as 
the fubjeils of baptifm, or . 
even not deciftvely exprefs 
agahiji them, we are to 
take it for granted, that 
tliey w'ere baptized with 
their parents.” Vol. I. 
280. 

13. “ The baptifin of 
John—was a rite apper¬ 
taining to the legal Dif- 
penf.ition, in.fi:ituted by 
(jod the Father for the 
ufe of the Jews alone, for 
a SHORT time, to prepare 
them for the kingdom of the 
Mefiiah then approaching, 
as by an extraordinary,ge- 
neral purification, attend- 

C c-d 
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14. “ It appears that 
the Mefliah’s kingdom, in 
its external afpeft, fliould 
hvft—whole nations.^ AS 
SUCH, included in it." 

Vol. I. 263. 

IS- “By a gracious ex- 
prefs appolntinent [i Cor. 
7. 14.] the children com¬ 
mon to both [parents] 
fhall be • deemed holyt 
on account of the [be¬ 
lieving] mother as well as 
the faAer, fo as to be 
treated as if both parents 
believed." Vol. I. 386. 


16. «If 


r. W.'s Book^ [Chap. I. 
ed vn^fuitableinJlru£iions 
and exhortations to the 
people, and performed by 
John hlmfelf —^It is highly 
probable, that [Chrift,]as 
the Lord of ceremonies ,— 
fliould APPOINT and suB- 
tJinto one bapiifm, as a ge¬ 
neralfuhjlitute for all cere¬ 
monial purincations."V ol. 
I. 118. Vol. II. 13. Note. 

14. “ Chrift is a King, 
and his Church is a king¬ 
dom,but«cffl/' this world," 
Vol. I. 136. 

15. “A holy perfon, in 
the relative fenfe of that 
word, is one to whom 
God gives a coven:uit 
grant of mercy, and the 
means of grace, and in 
virtue of which .grant he 
is appropriated to God- 
In a very general fenfe— 
EVERY MAN, whether 
Jew or Gentde, is deemed 
holy; /. e. in virtue of the 
gofpel grant of mercy and 
the means of grace to the 
Gentiles as well as the 
Jews.” Vol.I. 365, 366. 

16, “ Holinefs 
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16. “ If-- -infants can- 16. “ Halinefsy as well 

not be difciples, they can- as righteoufnefsy is an ef- 
notbe Chrijiiansfox thefe fential part of a Chrlftian 
terms are convertible, and charadler.” Vol. 1 . 132, 
ufcd fynonymoufly.” Vol. 133. 

1.327. 

17. “I rejeft [infant 17. “Infants—are not 
communion] onlv as an capable of the [third de- 
impropricty. Were he, grcc of relative holinefs;] 
[Mr. B.] therefore, to that is, do not anfwer its 
grant as much in favour of nature and defign,- and 
infant baptifm, as I am therefore ought not to 
willing to grant in favour be adrnittid to” particular 
of infant communion, our church-mcinberfliip, and 
controverfy would be at therefore not to the holy 
an end. The date of table. Vol. II. 242. 

the qucflion would then 
be transfer'- ■ 1 from what 
is ejfential, to what is 
merely preferable,” Vol. 

II. 238. 

18. Baptifm “ is an 18. Baptifm “ does not 

ordinance of into even eonjiltute a v*fible 

the vifible kingdom of fubject or member, but 
Chrift — ■■■ T hereby the only recognize one.” Vol. 
fubjert is tranflated, mi- I. 122. 

nifterially, from a Hate of 
di dance to a date of near- 
nefs; is feparated from 
tlie world and joined to 
the univerfal church.” 

Vol. I. 121, 220. 

19. “ I'he Scripture 19. “A national eda- 
Churches were made up blifhment, if well ordered, 

of C 2 appears 
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of vifible faints, they were appears more agreeable to 
living f ones, fanilified in the prophetick paflaps 
the name of the Lordyfus, we have been confidering 
and hy the Spirit of our than the Antipxdobaptiii 


God-, were partakers of 
the Holy Spirit of Chrift, 
as a lj)irit of faith and 
prayerand fo on. “ I'he 
•world and the churches of 
Chrift are — dangeroufy 
intermixed.” Morr ice’s 
Social Relig. Abridged, p. 
10, and p. 71. Note. 

20. “ Authority can¬ 
not be politive, but in 
proportion as it is exprefs 

and unequivocal -^Pre- 

fumptive proofs arc very 
good ones, l)ecaufe they 
are the very best the 
nature of the cafe can ad~ 
mit of” Vol. I. 51. 201. 

21, “ This we mujl 
maintain, that what cir- 
cumcifion eminently fealed 
[i. e. the righteoufnefs of 
faithi under the law, bap- 
tifm feals under the Gof- 
pel.” Vol, II. 235. 


plan; nay, more agree¬ 
able to the GENERAL 
tenor of Revelation.” 
Vol. I. 273. 


20. “ I maintain, that 
on fuppofition infants are 
NOT exprefsly and incon- 
trovcrtibly mentioned in 
connexion with baptifm, 
there is fufEcient posi¬ 
tive evidence in favour of 
Psedobaptifm.” Vol. I. 
219. 

21. “ In baptifm is emi¬ 
nently exhibited the down- 
pouring of the Holy Spirit 
—I fcruple not toalTert it, 
there is no oljeli •whatever 
in all the Nel^ Teftament, 
fo frequently'and fo ex¬ 
plicitly fignificd by bap¬ 
tifm, as thefe divine in¬ 
fluences of the Holy 
Spirit.” Vol. I. 126, 196, 
197. 


22. “God’s 
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22. “ God’s covenant of 22. “ Such declarations 
redemption TO fallen man, and promifes cannot, I 
in its externa] form and think, be conceived of, 
mamfe{lation,issorHiNG when addrc/Ied to man, 
ZLSEhutzdec/arationoffo- under any other notion 
vereign grace and a divine than that of a proposal 
righteoiifnefs—Baptifmis from a firjl mover of co~ 
—a feal of the Chrif- venant terms.’^Voil. 20J. ■ 
tian covenant, or the ex¬ 
ceeding gi eat and precious 

promifs of the Ciofpcl— 

God’s covenant to man— 
is a grant of mercy to him 
as a linnerdeferving eter¬ 
nal woe.” Vol. 1 , 158, 

182. Vol. II, 233. 

23. “ Am I a. baptized 23. “Alas! how many 
perfon?—Does not Jcho- ignorant •and flothful 
vah fay to me, as well [baptized] profefTors muft 
as to Abraham, I am one day take up this 
thy Jhield, and THINE bitter lamentation ; The 
EXCEEDING GREAT RE- harvejl ispcijl, the fummer 
WARD —May I not, is ended, and w6 ARE 

without prefumption, ap- not saved ?-How 

propriate the words of many baptized perfons are 
Amafai to David, Peace, there, as Mr. Henry 
peace be i^nto thee, and juftly obd-rves, who are 
peace be,to thine helpers-, ALTOGEi’riER Jlrangers 
for THY God helpeih to the covenants of pra- 
THEE r” Vol. II. 274, mif: r Vol. II. 289, 
275,276. 290. 

As a praftical imprm emcot of' the preceding par¬ 
ticulars, I will add a friendly diredtion, a ftrong ex¬ 
clamation, and an undoubted pofitioii; for all which 
C 3 I muft 
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1 muft acknowledge my obligation to Dr. W. A 
friendly direliion : ‘ If you are dim-fighted, reader, 
< have recourfe to your glaflcs, and wipe them clean, 
‘ and [my opponent’s confiftency,] no doubt, will ap- 
‘ pear with fuperior evidence.’—yf ftropg exclamatitin : 
‘.What contradidlion !’— An tmdonhted pofition: ‘It 
‘ is—evident, that the pretenfions of any hypothefis 
‘ muft be equally futile in proportion as it is incon- 
‘ fiftent with itfelf*.’—The two following Ihort ex- 
trafts may be fubjoined. Dr. Gascarth: ‘’Tis the 
* fate of an erroneous dodfrine, that one always falls 
‘ into contradidion in the defence thereof; which 
‘truth alone, from the'unifoimity it carries to all 
‘ the parts and branches of it, can fecure us fromf.’ 
Dr. Waterland:‘‘ I defire no greater advantage 
‘ over an adverfary, than to fee him reduced to 
‘ felf-contradidion|.’ 

Dr. W. having requefted his reader’s ‘ credit’ for 
the finccrity of his profefled intention to ftate our 
arguments againft Paedobaptifm in a fair and candid 
manner H} I take it for granted tliat he was equally 
defirous, in regard to other things, of doing juftice 
to U3^ and to our caufe. I am fully perfuaded, how¬ 
ever, that, either through an unperceived bias upon 
his mind, or through inadvertency, he has neither 
given a fair flatmcnt of our arguments, nor a juji 
rcprefsntation oi om coning. It is of his inadver¬ 
tent mifreprefentations, that I would here produce a 
few inft.ances. 

I cannot but complain of unfair dealing with his 
reader, in reference to my quotations from Paclobap- 

** Vel. II. jii;. 139. Vo'. I. izo. f Prefttn’. a^amfl 
Title VllJ. p. rc. .Snoui Dr ft/uf Qwry 

III. p. >82. y Vol.l. 202. 

tip. 




Chap. I.] his ProfeJfms.,andh}s ConduSi. 31 
tijis. For, either, as is generally the cafe, he takes 
hardly any notice of them; or, as in other inftances, 
if he tranfcribe more or lefs of thofe quotations, it is in 
fuch a manner as leads his reader to fuppofe that they 
are my words, and not thofe which I have produced 
{ram Pcedobaptijis .—For inftance: He quotes, from 
Padobaptlfm Examinedy the following paflage ; ‘ Sup- 
‘ poling an equal degree of benefit, rcfulting from 
‘ each mode of adminiftration, yet there is not, tliere 
‘ cannot be, the fame degree of humble obedience to 
‘ Jefus Chrift.’ Upon which he very gravely ex.^ 
c laims; ‘ An argument ih.is, worthy t.f tlie painful 
‘ pilgthn'j to Jerufalem and Rome'* !’ but fays not a 
word of this being an arguiji&nt ad hominenu, and 
transferred from a Nonconformift Paedobaptift, when 
difputing with Roman Catholicsf.—I had obferved, 
that ‘ the pradtice of afperfton is calculated to em- 

* barrafs Proteftants in their difputes with Papifls; and 

* Nonconformifts, in their controverfies with Epifeo- 
‘ paliansto which he anfwcrs, ‘ Not at allj.’ But 
he carefully avoids informing his reader, that I had 
produced Bos SUET, Bilhop of Meaux, Bifliop Bur¬ 
net, and Dr. Whitby, in proof of my airertion§, 
He fays, * We are next impeached for dijpenfng with 

divine laiusy or mitigating their feveritj\.\ But he 
does not inform his reader, that the language of Pje- 
dobaptiftsf there produced, is the dired and natural 
ground of that impeachment. Did I not quote Per¬ 
kins as expreffing himfelf thus ? ‘ The ancient cuf- 
‘ torn was to dipy and, as it were, to dive all the body of 
‘ the baptized in water, as may appear in PaulyRomans 

• Vol. II. 1S4. + Sec Veedibap. 'Exam. p. 147, 148. 

J Vol. II. 1S4. § See Padohaji. Exam, p.153—157. || Vol. 

II, 1S5. 
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‘ the llxth—but now —only to fprinkle the baptized— 

‘ We need not much to mai'vel at this alteration, feeing 
‘ charity and nccclBty may dispense with ceremonies 

* and MITIGATE, in equity, the harjhnefs of them.’ 
Was not Keckerman produccd, fpeaking as follows? 
‘ Though the term haptifm properly fignifies hnmcr- 

fion, and though alfo in the ancient church, through 

* the eaftcrn countries, when baptifm was adminillcrcd, 
‘ it was, not by fprinkling, but by immerftan ; yet in 
‘ the colder parts of Chriftendom, afperfion is ulhd in- 
‘ ftead of immerfion, on account of infants; bccaufe 

* charity and necclEty may dispense with ceremonies, 
‘ and temper thenifivith gentleness, fo far as may be 
‘ done without injuring the analogy*’. Dr. W. adds, 
‘ It is urged, that dipping was in ufe for thirteen 
‘ hundred yearsf.’ But he cautioufly forbears to tell 
his reader, that this is urged by the moll learned Pse- 
dobaptifts, aawell as by usj. 

Again: When proving that neither fprinkling 
pouring, nor immerfion, can be juftly confidered 
as a circumjtancs of baptifm, I had faid j ‘ That 
‘ various particulars relating to baptifm are mere- 
‘ ly dircumfluntjal, we readily allow—But it is 
‘ quite othei wife, as to the folemn ufe of water. 
‘ For if that be omitted, haptifm itfelf is want- 

* ing.’ Thus niueh Dr. W. quotes; and then adds 
‘ It is a ryle with logicians, that the definition and 
‘ the thing defined are convertible. Here Mr. B. 
‘ calls baptifm. The folemn ufe of water ; and again, 
‘ This, he fays, is haptif?n itfelf. We cannot help 
‘ wifhing that he will always abide by this defini- 
‘ TION, in hopes that it jr.ighthelp to introduce an 

See FtSihiaO. F..\'av:. p. i-j, t;r,, iS.',. f A'--!. II. iS6. 
See I'Adjbi'l*. i.Xdh:. I . 'j’-i, V r> 

amicable, 
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‘amicable reconciliation*.' What a violent wreft- 
ing of my words from their obvious application, and 
whatapcrverfionofmymeaning ! Calls baptism the 
SOLEMN USE OF WATER. Far from it: If Dr. W. 

‘ bcdim-fightcd,’ let him ‘ have recourfe to his^/^t, 

‘ and wipe them clean,’ and then he will plainly per¬ 
ceive that my language was; Mere clrcwnjlances ‘ may 
‘ greatly vary, while the qualifications of the candi- 
‘ dates, tlie whole form of adminiftration, and die 
‘ gracious purpofes to be anfwered by the ordinance, 

‘ are elfentially the fame. But it is quite otherwife," 
‘ as to the foUmn ufc of water. For if that be omitted, 

baptlfm itfclf is wanting: if u’sed contrary 
‘ to divine order and primitive example, the or~ 

‘ ilinancc is corrupted, so corrupted, as Not to 
‘ DESERVE its ORIGINAL NAME.’ 

The folemn v.je of ivatcr—This definition— 
Baptifm itfclf. Seldom have words b*een more tor¬ 
tured, to make them confifs wlait they never meant, 
than mine, in this inftance, have been by Dr, W. ! 
Suppofing I were to diitinguiOi cvargcliculpreaching 
fiom the clrcumfla iccs that might atteiid it, and were 
to %; 'Die time when, the piace where, the number 
of auditors, and the Jlrength of the iireachcr’s voice, 
arc mere circum/ances. But it is quite otherwife, as 
to the folemn ufc of words. For if tliat be omitted, 
preaching dtfelf is wanting. Would Dr. W, liiy, 
‘ Here Mr, B, calls evangelical preaching, the folemn 

life of words ; and again, This is evangelical preach- 
* ing itfelf 'd IVe cannot h-lp wifhing, that he will 
‘ abide by this definition of evangelical preaching.’ 
His good fenfc, and his impartiality, would forbid it. 
For he well knows, that though tliere can be no 

■' Compare Ami/’cs.t. Fxa-". f Vol, II. 371) wkh TccdAnp. 
Exam. VqI. 1 . 125—jji. Kdit. 2d. 
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evangelical preaching, without the folemn t/fe of words', 
yet there may be preaching which is not evangelical, 
and there may be a folemn u(e of words, (as in 
prayer) where there is no preaching. My opponent 
denominates baptifm, ‘ the profelyting ordinance—a 

* feal of the firft promile—God’s confirming feal— 

* the broad feal of heaven—the badge of our holy re- 
■* ligion*’—and fo on: but did he intend thefe, and 
fimilar ways of fpeaking, as fo many definitions of bap¬ 
tifm ? Would he confider himfclf as treated, cither 
with candour, or with jufticc,werc they fo reprefent- 
ed by me ? I cannot help thinking that his conduft, 
refpcdling this and fome other particulars, lies ‘ plump 

* againft’ his loud pr(>fefiions of ingenuity and can¬ 
dour. ‘Far,’ faid Mr. Baxter, concerning the cori- 
du6l of Mr. Blake —* far was I from imagining that 
‘ fo reverend,, pious, and dear a friend, would tell the 
‘ world in print, that I faid that which never came 

* into my thoughts.’ 

Further: Among other fhort extradfs from Pado- 
baptifm Examined, Dr. W. makes the following, 
which he introduces thus : ‘ I do not find that any of 

* the Antipjedobaptists pretend to adduce one 

* fingle text as an exprefs andpofitive tejiimony [againft 

* Infant baptifm.] Therefore the mercenary forces 

* they place in front muft be fuch as thele. There is 

* no exprefs precept, or precedent, in the New Tejlament, 
*for Padobaptifin—That the feripture forbids what it 

* dees not snention-^That, in religious matters, it is not 
‘ only jinful to go contra ftatutum, but to go fupra 

* ftatutum— faith and repentance are pre- 

* required in .baptifm—^Hence Philip faid. If thou 
‘believeft with all thine heait, thou mayeft. 


* Vol. J. *65. Vol. II. *4*, *59,1S6, 34:. 
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‘ Adis viii. 37— command of Peter wasy Repent 
‘ and be baptized. Adis ii. 38.— That the faeraments 
‘ are not converting, but confirming ordinances^ 

* Mark xvi. 16. Aifts ii. 41. i Pet. iii. ai_ That 

*-ftnce officcy or dutyy ?neans an afiion conformable to 
‘ law, it is plain that duty cannot be conceived without 
‘ a law*-,’ and fo on. Then he immediately adds 

‘ Thefe, I believe, are Mr. Booth’s m«/? capital ob-^ 
^ jeciions’ —Now who, among all Dr. W.’s readers, 
could fuppofe, cither by what precedes, or by what 
follows thefe ‘ excerpta, that they are the very words 
of Padobaptijls? — Yes, of LEARNED P.s:dobap- 
TISTS THEMSELVES f. * 

Nor mufi: the followi.ng wev tis on this occafion, he 
omitted: ‘ If Mr. B.’s hypotliefis be true. That Infant 
‘ baptifm is unferipturaly fuperfitlous, abfurdy a dar- 
‘ ing impeachment of Chriji's iegiflaiive authorityy and 
‘ fo on; can we look upon [thofe* minifters that 

* were call out of the national church], in a much 
‘ better light than a fet of matiiacs J ? ’ Dr. W. by 
marking the words (here printed in Italics) with in¬ 
verted commas, has led his reader to concludi^ that I 
have ufed thofe very terms: and it is plainly intimated 
by his, ‘ and lb on’, that the number of harlh expref- 
fions, as employed by me, might have been greatly 
increafed, had he thought proper. But wherey I de¬ 
mand—ix the name of juft reprefentation and of 
common ingenuity— IThcre have I ufed fuch lan¬ 
guage, either in the firft, or in the fecond, edition of 
my book ? That Dr. W. has, in the hioft diredt man¬ 
ner, charged us with being fiiperjlitiousy and as guilty 

* Vol. I. io;, 103, 104. I- Sie thift', rjiJ many more par¬ 
ticulars of a (iniilar k'nd, PiCMiiap. Exam. 
the frji\ and Vol. IJ. Chap. I. Edit, the Jecond. J Vol. II. 411. 

C6 
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of the moft violent bigotry, is a faft which he cannot 
deny j but let him prove, if he can, that I have ever 
ufed fuch language as will juftify his reprefentation. 
lie has, indeed, ‘fliown his opinion’ that I am verily 
guilty of his charge; but, refpe<ftable as he is in liis 
charadler, and oracular as he is in his motto, I am not 
dilpofed to accept his aflertion for infallibility. 

My opponent, perhaps, may anfwer; ‘ The repre- 

* ientation is juftified by the natural and mccjfary con- 
^fequences of Mr. B.’s reafoning.’ To this it may be 
replied; Confequences, however ju/dy drawn, ought 
never to be charged upon an autlior, as if thev .vere 
his diredl aflertiortJ, or negations. '\¥ith equal ] allice 
might I reprefent Dr, W. as charging me, and the 
Baptifts in general, with being Sociniaiis-, bccaufe 
he tells us that fome of our objtdlions to Pr-cdobap- 
tifa, ‘ favour not a little of tlu- Socinian leaven * ^ 
In a recent publication, which 1 have had the pleafure 

, of reading, the author affures ns, tbut tiiough ‘c . idnur 

* and juftice forbid that we thuuihi ai 'i ibe to :’:)v ij,; n- 
‘ tions which they difavow—yet, ‘ •' nv avoid 

* imputi|ig to the author of an opinio ^ »„•: ueiign, 

* it is but feir, and it may be ufefu', it exantine its 
► ^ genuine, tendency To the author of that publica- 

^on I am greatly obliged, for appearing fo feafonably 
in my vindication againft Dr. W.j by laying down 
l and avowing the principle on which I proceed, in 
l-djofe very paflages to which my offended opponent 
adverts. 

Dr. W. reprefents me as maintaining, that thofe ■ 
paflages of Scripture which contain, either exprefe 

'* Vol. I. f. tjl. t -d Vifcourfe on the Influence, of Reli¬ 
gious PraSice ufog our Enquries after Truth, by Edward Wil¬ 
liams, p. 11. Nate. 
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precepts, or precedents, ‘ are our only rule of doHrine 
‘ and ivorjldy^' That I Inivc any where aflerted this, 
'•■r that which is tantamount, I do not recolledt, nor 
<!.) I he’i'j'i c, Wiiat I have aflerted, and ftill main- 
ni.-i ’-ehL '.e lo ‘ exprefs precepts and precedents,* is 
ctx.iij!.. I to ini'tiuifions— is limited to pofttive 

wtirAtip ■, c ;i'linetifin to duties and w'orfhip 
f'i . ■ ■. / iL.'itc, fo far from faying, or from 

apptoi 1 1 .. ..i.'it my o; ponent here aferibes to mej 
that I have txpreGl;,- aflerted the contrary, in regard 
to moral duty, aiid moral worfliipf. 

1 have reafoii to complain of Dr. W. for tranlcrib- 
ing and propogating a mifreprefentation that was 
made by tlie Monthly Reviewers. The pa/ti- 
cuiar to which 1 advert, is a pallage extradied from 
Tertulhan de Baptlfmo. Concerning which my 
opponent fays; ‘ If Mr. B.’s account of the above 
‘ celebrated pafiiigc be compared with ^e original, it 
‘ wall fcjon appear with what juftice thofc acute cri- 
‘ ticks, the AIonthly Reviewers, pronounced it 
^ piirtl.il-, and faid that he hath notprefentedthe reader 

• rjlth i’/’f ztdi'jle, nor the exaSl fenfe of the ancient 
' Fiilhrr. And I flatter myfclf it will alfo appeajj, from 

• tiie prefent attenipt, that what they further add, is 
‘ equally juft; when the omijjion is fuppliedy and a fair 
‘ tranJJation ftven-, the paffage will bear a different 
‘ (fp''c:\-—ln anfwer to this I obfer /e, that the charge 
of an unfair tranfatlon, as laid agalnft me, is ab(b« 
lately unfounded: for not a fingle word of the original 
was tranllated by me, but by that learned Paedo- 
baptift, Du Pin ; of which I exprefsly informed the 
reader, in each edition of Padobaptfm Examtntd J, 

* Vcl. I. ioi. t Sec Pacltbnp. Exam. p. 442; or 
Vol.ll. p. 470,4ri. Second Edit, j) Vol. II. 216. *17. Motfb. 
Keview, Vol. LXXI.p. 117. J See p. 207. Firft Edit, and 
Vol. II. p. 9*. Second Edition. ^ 
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But^ notwithftandlng this, my opponent unites with 
the Monthly Reviewer in holding me up to the 
pu]}lic, as giving an unwarrantable turn to the pafT- 
age ♦ : and, by fo doing, their refpe£kive readers are 
led to draw confequences unhivourable to my integrity. 
That the verfion of the paflage, by Du Pin, is neither 
literal, nor very exa£l, is readily granted; but that 
there is any thing in it more unfavourable to Pasdo- 
baptifin than the original warrants, I do not per¬ 
ceive t. 


* Mr.WHiTE having charged Mr. Towgood with giving 
an unfair franflation of a paflage from Dr. Nichoi., in order to 
fen'e his purpofe, Mr. Towgood replied; ‘ It will give you, 
‘ iurely, tome confufioq and pain to be told, that [it] is not mine, 

* but it is the Doftor's otvn tranflation, or that of his learned 

* friend, who publiflied his Defence.’ Bijfent from the Church 
of Eng.fitHy jufiified, p. 169. Lond. 1787. 

f See Mr. Robinson’s Eijl, of Baptifm, p. 174—i8z.— 
My opponent denominates the Monthly Reviewers ‘ acute 
‘ criticks.’ Be it fo ; yet I have another ground of complaint 
sgainft them for a palpable blunder, and a grofs mifreprefenta- 
tion. Thus they reprefent, and thus they animadvert upon me. 
‘ His reflexions on Mr. Robinson are very illiberal; and his 
‘ whole Note, where that Gentleman’s Publication on Free Com- 

* munim is animadverted on with fo much alperity, is a firing of 
’• fophtfms. Many of the moft eminent and worthy Antipaedo- 
< baptilh are included in the cenfure, which thofe refleXions 

* meant to convey.’ Ut fupra. The feverity of this remark 
proceeds on a fuppofltion, that, in the Note of which the Reviewer 
fpeaka, the whole of my bulinefs was to oppofe Free Communion. 
Whereas the prindped, and almoil my on!y defign was, to expofe 
Mr. Robinson’s notion relative to the innocence of mental error ; 
which notion he had employed in deftniiag Fret^,Communion. 
•See P/edohap.Etcam. p. 46s—467.FirftEdit. Vol. 11 . p. 514— 
■ til. Second Edit.—It is but juftice, however, to add the follow¬ 
ing teftimony refpedling the Reviaiver, which I have lately re¬ 
ceived from a Friend. ‘ Mr. Baocock, the Gentleman who 
‘reviewed PaMaptifm Examined, was foon afterwards con- 
‘ vinced of his mifiakc, and candidly acknowledged, That bis re- 

* fteSions on Mr. Booth’s were unfounded,’ 


As 
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As to diat omtjfmy of which the Reviewer and 
my opponent fpeak, with regard to the jtrji edition 6[ 
my book, the fad is acknowledged: but that it pro¬ 
ceeded from any finifter defign, is firmly denied. Thefe 
are the words that were omitted: ‘ For the fame rea- 
‘ fon it is proper to make thofe who are not married 

* wait for fome time, by realbn of the temptations they 
‘ have to undergo till they are married, or have attain- 
‘ ed the gift of continency.’ So Du Pin tranflatcs.-— 
Now, the only reafon of my leaving out tliis part of 
the paflage was, I did not confider it as refpedjng the 
baptifm of infantsy which was the fubjed before rii& 
That learned Paedobaptift, ZoRNips, had, it is pro¬ 
bable, a fimilar view of the cafe. For, when defending 
the antiquity of Infant baptifm*, and when producing 
this pafliige from Tertullian; he cqncludes his 
quotation in the very place where tlie fentcnce that 1 
omitted begins*. As the blamed omifiion, however, 
was completely fupplied in the fecond edition of my 
book t; and as that improved edition came out fo 
long before Antiptedobaptiftn Examined appealed} it 
might have been expeded, from the charader of my 
opponent, and from his profeflions of candour, that 
he would have difdained to, propogate a cenfure, for 
which there was not fo much as \prefumptive ground 
remaining. What apology can be made for his con- 
dud in this refped, I am at a lofs to conceive j except 
it be that of extremely culpable inadvertency .* or, that 
he is ‘ dim-fighted,’ and either totally negleded the 
‘ glaffes’ of which he fpeaks, or did not ‘ wipe them 

* clean.’ 

Once more: Dr. Sten^tett, when difeourfing 


• Hifloria Eucbcerift. Infant. Cap. viii. § 3 - 
Yol. II. p. 93’ 


on 
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on the defign of baptifm, fays; ‘There can be no 

* doubt that we ara to confuler it as a folemn teft, 

‘ whereby wc voluntarily bind ourfelves to new obe- 
‘ diehce; for fttch is the reafoning of the Apofle in the 
*Jixth of RomanSy and in thofe other paffages wherein 
i he reminds Chrifians of their having put on Chrift 

* hy haptlfniy and their being rifen with him. But it is 
‘ eafy to fee that baptifm cannot be a feal of the righ~ 

‘ teoujifs of falthy that isy of their jufificationy to in- 
‘ fantSy they not having faith : nor can it be in regard 

* of them a teft of new obedience, they not volun- 
‘ tarily fubmitting to it* —Now, reader, what think 
you of Dr. W. quoting tlfc beginning and the end of 
thefe two fentences, but entirely leaving out the inter¬ 
mediate part, which is here diftinguiflicd by the Italic 
letter ? After having thus altered the fenfe, he 
proceeds, with all the ardour of rhetorical interroga¬ 
tion, in the.fcillowing manner. * Is this the language 

* of a Proteftant orthodox divine ? Is our new obe- 

* dience founded upon our fubmijfwn ? Is our obe- 
‘ dience obligatory in proportion as we bind ourfelves 

* to’ it ? Be it fo; there is one confequence inevitably 

* follows, vi%. That no perfon in the world is under 

* any obligation to perform what he does not vdun 

* tarily fubmit to, or to regard any thing as a duty 
‘ until he binds himfelf to the performance of it f 

Had I but half Dr, W.’s prowefs and flyll, I would 
immediately proceed ‘ to confront, to breajc, and to 
« rout, this fophiftical phalanx,’ that appears- in fuch 
iformidable array againft the Dodlor: but having no 
talents for thofe feats of heroifm, the reader muft be 
contented with a remark or two, in a ftyle much left 
afluming. I obferve, then, that Dr. Stennett is 

^Anfwer to Dr. Adcincton, Part II. p. 109. | Vol. I. sij. 
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capable of writing, and adlually did write, finfe. But 
what fenfe is there in talking of obedience being 
FOUNDED on fuhmijjion-, or of obedience being obli¬ 
gatory ? That divine authority, expreffing itfelf in a 
precept, or in an appointment, is the foundation of 
fubmilHon, and that it obliges to obedience, is plain to 
every reader: bat if there be any fenfe in fpeaking of 
obedience being obligatory, or of its being founded on 
fubnujjion, it is to me, what Dr. W. calls a ‘ latent 
‘ myftery.’—It Ihould be obferved, that there is an 
eiTcntial difFereuce between the foundation of obe¬ 
dience, either to God, or to civil governors, and tak¬ 
ing a teji of obedience. Now it is not of the former, 
but of the latter, that Qr. Stejinett fpeaks. My 
obedience to the civil government of this country is 
founded in the conftitution and laws of the ftate; but 
yet I may voluntarily lay myll-lf under an additional 
obligation to civil obedience, by taking,*as a tejl, the 
'oath of allegiance. The confequence, therefore, 
which Dr. W. draws from the Doftor’s aflertions, is 
as wide the mark, as his quotation from him is unfeir. 

But had my worthy friend. Dr. Stennett, a£lu- 
ally maintained. That a voluntary fubmilEon to*bap- 
tifm is ground oi obligation to new obedience} 
the Author of Jntipadobaptifm Examined would have 
readily furnifhed him with arguments, ad hom- 
nem, in his*defence. For, in that performance, WB 
are expreftly taught, that ‘ from Chriftian baptifm 
‘ RESULTS THE OBLIGATION to repentance— 
‘ THE OBLIGATION todeftroy the body of fin—THE 
‘ OBLlGATiONofnewncfsof]ife,and heavenlymind- 
‘ ednefs—-THE obligation of an inviolable attach- 
‘ menttoCh'rift—THEOBLiGATiONof filling up(ho- 
‘ nourably,no doubt) the place of departed Chriftians— 
i THE OBLIGATION of waiting for the promife of the 
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‘ Spirit*—And, finally, that ‘another obligation 
‘ highly important0|suLTiNG from Chriftian bap- 
‘ tifm is an abfolute devotednefs to the grace and fo- 
‘ vereign will of God, Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost*.’— Here I retort, ‘ Is diis the language of 
* a Proteftant orthodox divine ?* Is omt obligation to 
repentance—to deftroy the body of fin—to newnefs 
of life—to an attachment to Chrift, and fo on, founded 
upon, or does it refult from, our being baptized ?— 
The language of my opponent is very emphatical. 
For he not only repreients baptifm as inducing an 
additional obligation to tiiis, tliat, or the other, with 
reference to the baptized party; but, five times over, 
he prefixes the article the to obligation-, as if, in his 
view, there were no obligation at all, to any of^ 
thofe things which he fpecifies, except what arifes 
from being baptized! Of all the writers whom 1 
h^ve perufed, this Gentleman ihould have been the 
laft, thus to oppofe Dr. Stennett ; even fuppofing 
him to have really blundered, in fpeaking of bap- 
tifin as the ground of obligation. For, even on that 
fuppofition. Dr. W. had very kindly provided a corps 
de tyirve, to be ready at the word of command in de¬ 
fence of the Dodlor : or, in other words, he had 
formed, not a ‘ fophiftical,’ but a well-compa<9:ed 
‘ phalanx,’ to repel the firft onfet of any that Ihould 
attack him. Our author, therefore, it maybe prefumed, 
had entirely forgotten that his forces were both as abl^ 
and as ready, to ferve under the Dofl:or’s banner, as 
under his own: or elfe he would not have dared * to 
‘ confront,’ much lefe could he have hoped ‘ to 
‘break, and to rout,’ fuch a formidable ‘ phalanx.’— 
Other inftances of unfairnefe, in the edndu^ of my 


* Vol. I. p. 131—139. 
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opponent, wUl occur to our notice i but thefe may 
here liiffice. 

Notwithftanding the profeflcd,,^benevolence and 
candour of Dr. W., he is very 'fwre in his treat- 
naent of what he confiders as an inadverttnt expref- 
fion, whenever he meets with one from the pen of a 
Baptift. For inftance : Dr. Gill, when fpeaking' 
of the ‘divers wrings, bathings, or baptifms, un-. 

* under the legal Difpenfation,’ fays: ‘ There was no-' 

‘ thing fimilar in them to the ordinance of water bap-' 

‘ tifin, iut immerfion only' A harmlefs pofition, for 
any thing 1 perceive; though (in Dr. W.’s own. - 
words, as politely applied to me) ‘to prevent the ca- 

* vils «jf thofe who feek occafion*,’ the Doctor’s 

meaning might have been more accurately expreffed. 
—-But let us hear our author: fimilar to 

‘ W<»f?r-BAPTIS,M hut IMMERSION. That is, on his 

* principle, which maintains that Bas-TKr/xef is immer- 
^fion —^there was nothing in thofe divers immerfonSy 
‘ fimilar to the ordinance of water imnerjwny but im- 
‘ merfion only ! 1 To fuch ridiculous inconfiftencics 

is that hypethefis reducible, which makes the bibli- 
‘ cal ufe of the words baptifm and immerfion converti- 
‘ ble and fynonymous f.’ So inconfiftent was the Ijy- 
pothefis, arid fo inaccurate was the language, of Dr. 
Gill ! How happy, on the contrary, muft my op- 
.ponent be, in reflecting on the complete confiftency 
of his views, (which has already appeared) and on the 
perfect accuracy of his pen, relbedting baptifin ! But 
let us enquire whether Dr. W. have any juft caufe 
for thus ridiculing Dr. Gill. 

Be it obferved, then, that baptifin, according to my 
opponent, is ‘ purification by water J.’ Upon this 

• Vol. I.411. t Vol. I. iSj, igj. ^ Vol. IL 101,176, S84. 

2 principle, 
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principle, therefore, let the following words be cor- 
ftdered. ‘ We (ay that baptifm is a Chriftian ordi- 
‘ nance, which implies a ceiemoi\\ 2 Xpurtficatim hy wa- 

* ter*' Purificatisn by water. ‘T^ti8,(onhisprin- 

‘ qiple, which maintains,that is,’ purtfta- 

tion by water) water-purification implies 

by iuater. ‘To fuch ridiculous tnconfiftencies is 
‘ that hypothelis reducible, which malces the biblical 
‘ ufe of the words baptifm and, ' purification by water, 
■* convertable and fynonymous Again: ‘ The 
•Icriptural baptifm [is] purification by water? and 
yet he elfewhere tells us, that the emu of baptifm 
purification by watery.' Not now to remark the 
incongruity of reprefenting the defign of an ordi¬ 
nance, as being the very faftiC thing with the ordi¬ 
nance itfelf ; it fs ‘obvious to every reader, that, on 
Dr. W.’s priiKiplcs, baptifm, or purification by watery 
is the end of baptifm, that vsyoifurtficatanhy water. 
So little rcafon had my opponent to ridicule Dr. 
Gill ! Other inftancesofthis kind rrtight eafily be 
produced, but I wHl not here enlar^.—I may here 
add, vrith much greater propriety might oiir author 
have animadverted on Dr. Watts for frying: ‘ The 

* Greek word baptize fignifies to wajh any thing, 

* properly by water coming over xf—The Greek 
‘ word lignihes wajbing a thing in general, by water 

, ‘ coming over it as Dr. W. has quoted him %. As 
if a perfon, or a thing, might be baptized, without 
any contadtion of the perfon,’ or the thing, ‘ and the 
■* dement!’ 

The delicacy of out author’s tafte for jufi exprefi 
fmiy is a little offended with Dr. Stenkbtt } be- 
'caufohe, whdifpeaking of the Covenant which God 

* Vol. IT. 369. f Vol. II. 17S, 3 7^. 5 Vol. II. lot. 

made 
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made with the Father of the poft-diluvian world, 

‘ quaintly calls it,’. fays Dr. W,, ‘ a tranfaSiion be- 
‘ tween Him and No^*.’ Few readers ol ordinary 
difcernment could, I prefume, have difeovered any 
thing amifs in the term tranfaSiion, as here ufed. We 
may, therefore, conclude, that Dr. W. has paid the 
moft fcrupulous regard to accuracy in the choice of 
his words, if not to elegance in the turn of his pe¬ 
riods. Yes, we may naturally fuppofe, that no quaint- 
nejfes are admitted into his compofition; much left 
vulgarifms, folecifms, or any grofs improprieties of 
ftyle. But whether he be quite fo accurate as one is 
led to expeft, the reader may judge by the particulars 
here fubjoined. 

As to fmgle expreffions^ and p}/nafes, we meet with 
the following ; Smothered-—nibble—‘baptizations— 
vindicable—God gives a covenant grant—^/ 4 r- 
gijlic overthrow — they take itflrange —PLUMP againjl 
it—to FOIST in the falvo—rutnmage — begrudge —and 
others of a fimilar kind; not when ufed in the bur- 
lefque ftyle,but in a ferious mannerf.—Whether the 
term quaintly, or fome other epithet, (hould be applied 
to charadferize Dr. W.’s mode of exprefling himfelf, 
in the annexed particulars, my reader will determine. 
‘ Dreadful feythe ! and no mean mower, to cut fo 
‘ much atone ftroke !’ Dr. Stennett having ufed 
thofe proverbial expreffions. He who runs may reddi 
my opponftit fays, ‘ I walk and read, stand and 
‘ read, meditate and raad, pray and read, and yet can- 
‘ not difeern the fenfe he puts on the paflage.’ Com¬ 
plaining of whathe confiders as felfe argument, he lays; 
‘ The fpecious fophifm Was fupported, by arbitrarily 
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‘uniting' what were in themfelves (iifFerent~Sup- 
‘ pofing, without granting, tlie exduTtve invariable 

* meaning of die terra baptifm^ fignifies to immerfe— 

* True belief entides to that righteoufnefs which/ir/rA 
‘ regards—God’s covenant of redemption to feUen 

* man—Sinners who live within the pale of fuch a de- 

* claration—Plunging is pradlifed by [Mr. B.] and 
‘ his constituent's.’ He elegantly compares re- 
ladve holinefs to the ele£tric fluid ; and, fpeaking of 
natural defeent, he calls it a ‘genealogical chain,’ 
which operates as the ‘ conductor—^T hofe, in the 

* time of Ezra, [who had married Heathenifh women] 

* were obliged to put off each man his wife—The 
‘ unbeliever is fan<^ficd, i. e. his profeffed unbelief is 
‘ overpowered by the profelTed holinefs of the other 
‘ partner.—This contabi may be done~—The feet [of 
‘ the Ifraelites] are faid to be tinged at. the brim 
‘ of overflowing Jordan’—The word baplifm is ufed 

* of him who only intinges even his hand.’ He 
fpeaks of perfons being admitted into the church, ‘by 
‘ having pure water poured on them; whereby they 

* were tinged, wajhedy or ceremonially purifledt 
‘ that is, baptized’—A child is brought ‘ into a 
Jiate'of WETNESS by immerfion’—Baptizing evi- 
dendy includes ‘ zcontaiiion of theperfon and the ele- 
‘ ment.—The rigid votaries of plunging hold the ne- 
‘ ceffity of a dipping purifleation for the validity of 
‘ a true Chriflian Church MemberJhip^The Baptifts 
‘unwarrantably SCREW the inifiating rite m the vice 
of bigotry.’ (The laft inftance is equally bright with 
benevolence and with elegance.) , Let the fame pa- 
‘ rent and infant apply to a particular churdi, and 
‘ die fundamental ground of admilHon is different’— 
‘ yiypoffeffm of the mercy fcalcd by my baptifm, is to be 

, enjoyed 
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‘ tnjoyii by faith—Let us fuppofe, for iliuftraticui* 

* lake, that God Jhould of old tna£f*' More fuch 
flowers of elegance might be produced, but thefe are 
fufiicient. . 

Having fele^d the preceding particulars, in proof 
of my opponent’s admirably nice choice of words, and 
of the elegancies that adorn his compofition i let us 
now confider his accuracy, with regard to grammar. 
Speaking of pofitive precepts under the Jewilh CEco- 
nomy, he fays; ‘ It does not follow that any one of 

* thefe WERE fo ftri£Uy pofitive, as’—^and fo on. ‘ The 
‘ qualifications of the fubjedfs of baptifm—is what 

* cannot,’ and fo on. ‘ It may be prefumed-rour 
‘ opponents have fomething very exprefs to urge out 
‘ of the New Teftament, to coiuiteradl fo ftrong a 
‘ probability in our favour. And furely exprefs 
‘ THEY muft be, to refill the united forces of fuch 

* confiderations. Thofe objeSlions which are urged— 

* SAVOURS not a little of the Socinian Jeaven— 

* both ENDS of a genealogical chain has an appropri- 
‘ ation to God—^Nor is there any more difficulty in 
‘ afeertaining thefe degrees [of parental authority,] 

* than in tranfadling the common concerns of life, 
‘ where any degree of wifdom and prudence ARf rc- 
‘ quired—The reafon why the parent is admitted 
< [into a particular church,] is not becaufe it is bap- 
‘ tized, nor yet becaufc it has a covenant right to all 
‘ gofpel privileges as baptized; but becaufe IT pof- 

* fefles, over and above the foederal and ceremoni^, a 
‘ natural fuitablenefs to enter on this higheft degree 


• Vol. I. 12, 46, 49, ?6, 146, 196, 366, 38?, 397. 

Vol. 11 . 57, in, (N. B. The laft is his language in tranllating) 
J36, 13', 13S, 159, 184, 143, *69, 270, 363. 
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* of relation-—The different aSions [of firinkling, 

* pouring, or inunerfion,] are only different means of 

* attiuning a propoied end. This end is purification 

* by water, to which either of the mentioned means 

* equally iead*.’— Such are the elegant diction, and 
the granunatical precifion, of my opponent! 

• Vol. I. 87, ts, 95, loi, »7i, 366,378. Vol. II. 243, 374. 
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CHAPTER II. 

0 « the little Regard Dr. WiLtItXMS pays to Rota¬ 
tions produced from Padobaptyis ; and on his Dif- 
pofition to extort Conceffmsfrom the Baptijls. 

T H E attentive reader of Padobaptifm Examinedy 
and efpecially the fecond edition of that work* 
muft acknowledge, that the quotations produced from 
Pasdobaptift authors, relative to this controverfy, are 
both numerous and remarkable.' So numerous and 
fo remarkable are they, that it is not eafy, if at all 
poffible, to find a parallel inftance, in any fubjeft of 
difpute among Proteftants. But notwithftanding tiie 
jiumber of thofe quotations, and ^ high refpeftabi- 
lity of the authors in general, firom whom they were 
extrafted j my op|>onent afFeAs to confider them, a$ 
having fcarcely any pertinency of application, or any 
weight in our favour. This muft be obvious to moil 
of bis readers i and particulars will be noticed in the 
following Chapter. 

But ^ough my quotations from Paedobaptifts be 
•efteemed, by Dr. W,, as lighter than air; yet fti 
ftrbng is his predileSion for any thing like a confef- 
fion from Baptifts, that he makes them concede, ia 
various particulars, by mere inference. Nay, he 
fometimes puts their expreflions on the rack, to ex¬ 
tort conccffiqjis from them.— Thus, for inftance, by 
diflocating a^few expreflions of mine, relative to the 
mode of adminiftration; -and by annexing ideas to 
thofe expreflions, which are foreign to their natural 
import; he reprefents me as conceding the point 
for which he contends*. But of this I have taken 
* Vo!. II. 371, 

D 


fomc 
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/ome notice already*. Nay, fo extremely fond is he 
-of conceffions frpm us, that what I have adopted as a 
frindjtle of argutnpnt againft .him, he calls ,a concef- 

Thus he fpeaks, with reference to Dr. Gale : 

* In proportion as thofc-inflances to which he appeals' 

* as the fupporters of his hypothefir, are incompatible 
with it, while at tlie fame time they perfedtly agree 

♦with that for wliich I contend^ they may be not 

* improperly ranked among the concejfms our op- 

* ponents t-’ As if the impropriety of an inftance ad- 
•duced, by any polemical author in proof of his point, 
were ufually cojjfidered by his opponent as a concef- 
fton ! He again tells us of Dr. Gale’s ‘ fair concef- 

* fion,’ and of his^‘ remarkable conceffions X though 
common capacities,' I am perfuaded, will hardly be 
able to fee any thing like a conceffion, iii the paffiages 
to which he adverts. 

Dr. W. .infiiis that the conduft of thofe Baptifts, 
who admit Baedobaptills to communion with them 
at the Loi'd’s table, is a praflical concefilon, ‘ That 
■* baptizing by or fprinkleng, is equally valid 

* with their ownand that ♦ the baptizing of infants 

* ismot a nullity.’ He adds, ‘ ff it be fiidj.that An- 
‘ tipsdobapti ft congregations allow free communion 

* taVxAohdepiiiks as mb apt i%ed-i weafk, What evidence 
'*■ is tliere for fuch.an afl'ertion § \'—-What evidence ? 
why the very Titles of their publications in favour of 
Free Communion. For inftance; Water B^ptifm no Bar 
to Comrnimon : A Mudcjl Plai for Free Communion at 
the Bord’s Table, between true Believers of all de~ 

••Swn.'jj, 3?. t Vol. JI. 393. + Vul. II. *14*, 143, 
<*S5* 5 ***> "/• 

nominations i 
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nmlHations-, and others of a fimilar kind. TVhtit 
.evidence .? why, their avowed fejitimcnts, as Baptifts, 
«Mnpared with their arguments in defence of Free 
Communion, afford undoubted evidence of the faft. 
Did not Mr« Bunyan exprefsiy aiT.i t, that ‘ baptifni 
* gives neither being, nor Wi'//-being to a church * ?’ 
Never, to the bell of my rcculludtion, did I hear of 
more than one Baptifl, tint appivivc.l of Free Com¬ 
munion, who, either in any p.tiblicatioii, in preaching, 
or in private converfation, ever acknowledged Infant 
sprinkling to have the cjj'e of Chriilian haptifrn.— 
No, witli that llnglc exception, fo far as my obferva.- 
tion has reached, our Baptill brethren, who practiie 
Free Communion, univci filly profefs* the cositrary; 
and, when defending their condadl, the arguments 
ufed by them proceed on a dilferent ground. 'Fhejf 
never pretend to receive I’aeJobaptifls'into communi¬ 
on, bccaufe they confuLr tlicni as reallr, though not in 
the-moft agreeable manner, baptized; f.*r, to the beft 
•of my knowledge and information, that is denied, with 
the foregoing exception, by every individual among 
them. The avowed ground on which many of them 
proceed, is ; If my Padnbapt'i} brother he fathfie^ in 
his OWN MIND, that he is rightly bnptize.d, he is fa TO 
HiMiELFf. Which reminds me of th.at faying of 
Vasques; ‘If any man think that to h; a rciique 
‘ of a faint, which indeed is not fo, lie is not fruflrate 
‘ of themerJl of his devotion'!.’—Their at alfois 

evidence oftt. For do they not fdemnly imm.’if.', on 
a profelfion of faith, thofc wlio have been fprinkled 

• ICori', Vol. I. p. 17.;. Ooiav. E'.lir. Ffc mv Apohpv for 
the Baptijis, p. 43, 44, 43, 134. f Si-i uiv A:-:’, far the 
Baptijh, p. 59. ♦ In Ccakusun's /V.a?. Div. ojli ‘pafli, p. ,87. 
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in their infajicy ? yet they not confider themfclvcs 
as guilty of Jnediaptifiie, but profefs to deleft it as 
much as any other people. But, did they confider 
Infant fprinkling as real baptifm, they muft, on their 
own principles, ftand con\ i6fcd of Anabaptifm, when¬ 
ever they imnierfc a perfon who had been fprinkled.— 
Dr. W. adds, ‘ If any arc propofed to ftricl fellow- 
‘ ftiip, who, according to their own judgment and 
‘ profelTioD, were never haptized ,—they are never ad- 
‘ mitted, if 1 miftake not, without previous baptifm 
But my opponent is here under a great miftake j for 
ftubboin fads lie againft this view of the caft. Of 
this I have related one inftiuice, in my Apology for the 
Baptijh i ; to vihich, were it needful, 1 could eafdv 
add another. It is not therefore a fad, that they do 
confider ^ baptifm as an effential prerequifUe for Chi if- 
*■ tian CommuninnJ.’ 'I'he late Mr. R. Robinsov, it 
is well known, was a flrenuous advocate for Free 
Communion, and publifhed in defence of that prac¬ 
tice; hut, ns appears from liis Hflory of Baptifm., no 
one is further from confdering pouring or fprinkling 
as real bajrtifn, than he was. 

Dr. W. appearing to have read Mr. Bun’yak's 
publications on the fubjed, and my Apology' for the 
Baptlfts ; I am a little furpr>fed to find him appealing 
to our brethren who practile Free Communion, as 
conceding the point, with regard to immerfion: be- 
caufc there is, if I miftake not, in thofe'publications, 
plenty of evidence that they do not confider Infant 
fprinkling as having in it the eflence of baptifm. 
But my opponuit v/ants concefEons; is in fearch of 

» Vel. II. 115. •} Sec A'i’. fur BoptiJ};, p. 45, 46. 

} Vel. JJ. nv- 
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; rni] wicbout C('nccffions, either vcrKiI 
or i’r.ieticai, fa>in A;it!j);fiiob.;])ti(ls, he eennot be 
Ci>;ite:)t‘.'c! —As to the eeiiUire wliielt, I'li this <Kea- 
lir- I, ■■■•;;les oil me, tor beiti^ ‘ ilellittue ot brotherly 
‘ r. o.io.i'st)],; com;)liment Ite implicitly 
y;.y-. to hi iitl-.’f, as abuui'.Jine, iii the exercife of that 
' irtii.aib liiOolitioii ; I ih.iU i’.iv, th.it’ it is not 
f r r. iine^, or p.irti.s, whitli 1 eont.’oJ, but what I 
co’iiider .IS /;'/<//, or as It is nt't perfovsy but 

a.nJ /vire///.’';’/.’titat I mean to op[;ofc : nor 
do^s it make an-y- (iiiFcrencc, as to my conJuft in 
matters of this kind, whether thole evils be found 
a’lion!^- Baptills or Ihfdobaptilrs. 

ho exf reintly fi'iid of conoeiiim*; is Dr. W., that 
Ji. el’llos a number of perfons under tiie charaefer 
t-f J:iifp,rfkhaptijiI, who prof.lledly difFer as inucli 
from Us, 'vvith regaid to the mode, as they do from, 
liimfelf, in rcfpedl of the ful'jciS ; and ought, there¬ 
fore, on both ficlcs, to be lift out of ih; ciiielbon. 
Of this number are fame of the Mennonites iji Hol¬ 
land ; and fo w'as the late Mr. Elliot ; in reference 
to whom our author fiys: It is ‘a faff, that li^mc 
‘ Antipiedobaptifls rejrcf immerlion, on conviction of 
‘ the pvffcr^n'r of afperlicn or affufon, from a ftrief tx- 
‘ amiintion oficriptimir evidence, Kot to mention the 
‘ Antipiedobaptilts of lEdland, of Mhom it is faid, 
‘ tfiat they *oi,wF,>:h rfi' cjj'ujhn ■, I llia'l prefent the 
‘ icad.r noi> tmlv with the- ;; .■V/zha bur alfo with the 
'■ fLiipKin'j^ of an An ;s'i’, who has 

‘ i ilel'i’ piibli!i)ed on this lubjccf.’-—IE; then gives a 
(|uot,':io’i h’oin Mr. Ei.i.n.T’s J-’amphl-t, tntirled, 
L).pp-,;y —a-continued laiotation, for 
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fixteen pages together*. After w^iich he immediately 
adds} ‘ There is little need of an apology,.(at Icaft 
* to Mr. - B.) for the quantity of quotation here pro- 
‘ duced ; as the arguments urged by this AntipjE- 
‘ DOBAPTIST writer, are, perhaps no less weighty 
‘ endpsrtine):t tlian all Mr. B.’s boafted conceffions 
‘ put together f.’ On this I would make a few re¬ 
marks. 

■ Little need of an apohgy.- 'T'rue ; if the quan¬ 
tity of quotation were the only thing to be con- 
fidered; biit not h, if all circumftances be duly re* 
garded. We have rcafon here to complain of our au¬ 
thor, for an oblique mifreprefentation, relative to the 
Mennonites, and to.Mh Elliot : becaufe he applies 
to them, as well as to us, and without any mark of 
diftindtion, tlie name of Jntlpadolaptifis ■, as if they 
profcfiedly agreed with us, both in regard to the 
mode aiid fu!^e£l of b'aptifm. Yet, as to Mr. Elliot, 
ray opponent hnew^ and as to fotne of the Menno¬ 
nites, he might have known,, that they avowedly differ 
fiom us, refpefling the morie of adminiftration: fo 
that v.'h;n tliey argue for pouring or fprinkling, they 
defend their own praifbce. They cannot, therefore, 
be confidered as fntiptcdolaptijls, in that latitude of 
meaning which belongs to tlic character, when ap¬ 
plied to us. Three times over our author has ufed 
thiit charadleriftic denomination, wkh reference to all 
the Alennonitcs in Holland, and to Mr. Elliot, 
without the leafl intimation of any profefled difference 
in fentiment and condufl:, between them and us. He 
calls diem JntipadohaptiJlSf far aught that appears to 
the contrary, in the very fame fenfe, as when he fo de- 

• Vol. II. 119—I}}, f Vol. II. 135. 


noini- 



Chap. IF.J made hy the Idaptijfs, 55 

nominates tbs Doctors, Gale, Gill, and Sten- 
kett: yet he ma(t know that there is, in rcganl to' 
h' n’f.n, an e(f:nn:d difference between them. Thus- 
lie i -ii h-'j k-li ir.fjnned reutlers to draw an infer¬ 
ence, that is entire!/£Jle,—DefiTs, the language of' 
Dr. W. is adapted to make his reader conclude, that- 
<7/7 the Dutch MenrK'nites, in tlieir con/mon piaclice, 
ufj aiTuiion : which is f.ir f.otn heinj; a fact*, 'I'lut 
th.j late iMr. Ellioi' was agaiait the baptizaug 
ol'iiif.uitK, is a fact: iuid fo w'as Roetrt Bakcla v.- 
llut it is equally plain, th it, as fir as appears, neither 
of them ever called himfclf a nor was ever 

f'> co.ilidered by others, 'i'lie coiifeqnence is,- Dr.- 
Vv”. ow/s to his readers in genta^d an acknowlcdg-- 
ment uf culpable iuaJvertenc)', for fiich an indiferiini- 
nate ufc of the term, AntipceJovaptiJfs, 

Again: We have reafon to complain of my oppo¬ 
nent, with reference to his favourite Antipjeuobaptif!,, 
Mr. Elliot, in xnc-ther view'. F(>r he exhibits 
Mr. Elliot as agreeing with hinif-lf, refpefting tlie 
mode of admijiiftiation. Whereas it is evident, an 1 -. 
D:'. W. could not but knoiv it, that ■wliilc he liimfelf- 
confiders immerfion, pouring, and fprinkling,* as- 
‘ equally lawful and equally validiVIr. Elliot* 
boldly afferts, and labours to pnwT, th;it immerfion is 
not lawful—is not valid—is net b.ipiimi. This is, 
pe.tbctly agreeable to the title t-f his piimphlrt, which 

Blit of this Dr. W. 


tZfjr. 


isi Dapin^tJor I’ait 
no more'approves, 1 prefume, than we. For, as if 
he had inten-.led to oppefe tliis peculiarity ol Mr.- 
Elliot, he fays.; ‘ Tiiey mull be umandidf and 

* Viitc JliJ}. Mennotiiniymi/, by SuiVN i arid Mr. Robim* 
so.s’i Hj!. of B.ij, ji. 54:, 54-, ^ )ii. 
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* perhaps impyudent, who deny immerlion to be a 

* Jjwes of baptizing*'.’ With what candour, or 
prudence, then, coidd my opponent palm on the 
public fuch a mifreprefentation of Mr. Elliot’s 
vicwT, under the notion cf his being an Antipadohap- 
iijl ? He Ihould have candidly informed his readers, 
that Mr. Ei.liot neither was, nor pretended to be 
a Baptljl ; and ;i]fo to have fettled the mattei;between 
that author and himfelf, relative to the ‘ eflentiality’ of 
pouring, or of fprinkling; before he had produced 
him againft us.—Dr. W'. is V'cry defirous of obtain¬ 
ing concejfions in favour cf his caufe. But as, in the 
writings of Baptifts, they are extremely fcarce, and 
yet miift be procur.ed from one and another that are 
called Antipadobaptijis ; he knew not how to do bet¬ 
ter than, ‘ having recourfe to his glafles and wiping 

* them clean,’ to feek tliem in the publications of 
thofe who are, as to the mode of adminiftration, our 
avowed oppofers.—His readers may juftly demand an 
apology, though not for the length of his quotation 
from Mr. Elliot,, yet for commending it, as being 

* peHiaps, no lefs weighty and pertinent than all Mr. 

* B.''s boafted concelEons put together-!’ Becaufe, 
thofe who perufe my Peedobaptifm Examined muft 
have obferved that, befides mere concelEons, I have 
produced Jirong ajfertions and various arguments^ in 
favour of immerfion, from thofe whom *311 the world 
confidered as Pjedobaptists. Nor Ihould they for¬ 
get, that what he calls ‘ Mr. B.’s hoaxed con- 
‘ ceffions,’ Avere all made, a very few excepted, by 
thofe who praiiifed pouring, or fprinkling. But was 
tliere any tiling funilar in the protelEon, or the con¬ 
duct, of Mr. Elliot ? Nothing at all, of which I 

* Vol. II. t j9. 
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ever heard. Whatever, liierefore, cither of plaufibility 
or force, Dr. W. may fuppofe his reafoniug to con¬ 
tain, confidercd as an Author ; yet no impartial reader 
can lof>k upon it, as having the leaft pertinency of ap¬ 
plication, in the prefent cafe, when reprefented as 
coming from an Antipcedohaptiji. 

My opponent knows, that Mr. Elliot, in the 
fame Pamphlet, argues profefledly againft the right of 
infants to baptilin. With, equal rcafon might I, 
therefore, had his publication then appeared, have in¬ 
troduced him as a zealous defender of fprinkling ; and 
have made a long quotation from him againft Infant 
baptifm. But had I fo done, an4,then, like Dr. W., 
boafted of the advantage 'to our caufe afforded by it, 

[ what would Pcedobaptifts have thought of my con- 
du(ft ? Would they not, in one view, have reprobated 
my difingenuity; and, in another, have ridiculed 
my puerility ? 

But why, in the name of common fenfe, does my 
opponent boaft fo much of Mr. Elliot, as a power¬ 
ful coadjutor ? and why Ihould that Antipjedobaptift 
be fuch a favourite with him ? For it is evident*that 
if Mr. Elliot be right, Dr. W. is wrong—^habitu¬ 
ally wror^, in theory; and occafionally wrong, in 
praftice. Becaufe he uniformly maintains, in regard 
to the former, that a folemn immerfion is legitimate 
Chriftian jiaptifm; which Mr. Elliot ftrongly 
denies: and becaufe he exprefsly fays, ‘ If baptizing 
‘ be neither more nor lefs than dipping, I have the 
* certainty of fometimes baptizing infants which 
his admired ‘ Antipxdobaptift’ will by no means ad¬ 
mit, but labours to prove it a nullity. Whether this 
conduA of Dr. W. come under the notion of logical 
Ftlo de ft, I muft leave the impartial to judge.—It is 
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clear, however, all-martial as my opponent fc»ne- 
times appears, when he profefles ‘ to confront,' to 

* break, and to rout’ a whole ‘ phalanx’ at once,' and 
V/ithout auxiliaries; that he is, neverthelcfs, liable 
to be deceived in the ellimate he fomjs of his ‘ mer- 
‘ cenary forces’. For, in order to facilitate his con- 
queft over the Baptifts, he engages an ally, and treats 
him with fingular honour; who, far from being true 
to the truft repofed in him, is ungrateful to his com¬ 
mander, by fighting equally with Baptifts and Paedo- 
baptifts. 

Lightly as Dr. W. alFeifts to efteem the teftimonies 
and conceflions of learned Paedobaptifts, when pro¬ 
duced by me; he is quite willing their aflertions and 
V^erdidt fhould be held in high eftimation, when favour¬ 
able to the pradlice of pouring, or of fprinldlng. 
For to prove „this pofition, ‘ Baptize, and baptiftp, 
‘ at leaft when facramentally ufed, are generic 

* terms*;’ he produces a long lift of names. Yes, 
to ufe his own elegant language, in a fimilar cafe, 
he ‘ rummages’ authors, and ‘ mufters together’, no 
lefs than forty quotations, ‘ which he imagirtes greatly 
‘ affift his caufe f’. But there is an cfTential differ¬ 
ence, with regard to pertinency tind force, between 
my quotations and his. The former were token from 
authors that were confcfledly our oppo^fers. The 
iatter, from thofc whom he confiders as the profelTed 
friends of his own caufe. And though exceptions 
might juftly be made to the manner in which fomc 
of his witnefles are introduced, as bearing their tefti- 
mony; yet, waving this for the prefent,*none can 
wonder that thofe whopouring, or fprinkling, 
fljould fpeak in fovour of it, and endeavour to vindi- 
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cate their min conduct. But it is very remarkable that 
faafible and learned Proteflant authors, who conftantly 
adopt that mode of proceeding, fhouldCiy fuch things 
tis, bynatmai and nscciTary coiifcquence, prove Infant 
fprinkiing an illegitimate practice. 

That there is a wide anJ an eflential difference, in' 
the ayguvuntuni cd between the alicrtions of 

avowed friends, and the te-ftimonlcs, or the conceffions, 
of profeffed oppofers. Dr. W. himfelf has taught us. . 
For, quotinga few lines from Dr. (rALEandDr. Gitt, 
relative to tiic Jcwilli profclyte baptifm, and when 
reflcftlng on what they have (aid,, he thus proceeds; 

‘ Therefore i t appears withyinj'ii’rwr fiom the 

‘ tcilimonycfthefe co.mpetent unexception- 

‘ adle witnesses, that baptifm was vi'cll known, . 
* as a ceremonial and purifying rite, prior to the 
‘ CI.riftain sra*’.—Now though, if I may ‘ fliew my 
‘ opinion’, what Dr. Gale and Dr. Gill have faid’ 
is very little to the purpnfc of Dr. ; yet hence 
it is clear, th.it when leained opponents bear teftimony, 
cither for our Brethren, or for us; they are to be 
confidcrcdas ‘ competent and UNEXcr.PTioN4BLE - 
‘ WITNESSES.’ This muft be the cafe; except our 
author can prove, either, that Piedob.iptifm isjuftly. 
entitled to a monopoly of this kind of evidence; or,. 
that no witnefles are competent and unexceptmahU 
for fuch a }?urpofe, except they be Baptifts; neither 
rf which,•! prefume, will be attetppted by him. 
lie dfferves, hov^tver, my grateful acknowledgments, 
for fo freely and fo emphatically adopting this princi- 
ph of argumcntition. Having fuch an example, 
and fuch an audiority, I fhall therefore confider myf.If 
as'completely warranted, while diliiuting with Wm, 
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to take it for granted; That in whatever cafe learned 
Ptedobaptijls bear tejlmony in eur favour., they are 
COMPETENT AND UNEXCEPTIONAStl WITNESSES, 
To this principle. Providence affifting, I fliall fre¬ 
quently recur: and it gives me peculiar pleafure to 
think of the warm approbation with which it will 
meet from Dr. W., whenever it fliall be prefented to 
his notice. The reader alfo, I truft, will pay to this 
datum a due regard. 

The propriety and importance of this principle, in 
polemical writings, being well known to my opponent; 
and the ufe I made of it, in Padobaptifm Examined, 
being fo frequent; Acre is no reafon to be furprifed 
that he Ihould endeavour by all means, to avail himfelf 
of it whenever it was in his power. But as teftimO- 
nies and conceffions, in favour of Infant Iprinkling, 
from the pens <of Baptifts, are a very fcarce commo¬ 
dity; and as his pretence of having ‘given a fuli. 
‘ reply' to my book would have made but an aukward 
api^rance, if he had not produced fomething called 
conceffions from us;' he felt himfelf obliged to accept 
the boft he could obtain. In this extremity what could 
he have done better than, hy mere inference, to make uS 
concede various things; and to produce, under the name 
of jntipesdobaptifs, thofe who, in regard to the mode 
of adminiftration,are as far from being Baptifts as him¬ 
felf.—Differ,however, as he and I do, about feme other 
things, we are perfe^y agreed in this ; That learned 
ippenents, in matters which they diredily concede, 
are competent and unexceptionabie wit¬ 
nesses. Nor can I ‘help wilhing that he may always 
» abi4^ by this principle, in hopes tliat it might tend 
* to iiaroduce an amicable union.* 


CHAP. 
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.chapter III, 

On Dr. IP's Pretence., that his Book includes a tvLt, 
Reply to my Padobaptifm Examined. 

T hat the reader of Jntipeedohaptifm Examined^ 
is taught by our author to confider it as a com¬ 
plete anfwer to my book, appears, not only from the 
language of his Tidepage, but alfo from that of his 
Preface. For, tpezkingofPadobaptifm Examined, and 
of his own defign relative to that work, he tells us that 
the talk he impofed upon himfelf.was, ‘ not to nibble 
* at fomc of the branches of his frately tree, but to 
‘ lay the axe of oppofite principles to the root of it} 
‘ not to uncover a litde here and there of his building, 
‘ to find a few faults in quotations, tralhflations, and 
‘ the like, but to undermine the foundation. The 
‘ principal grounds of reafoning I have endeavoui'cd 
‘ conftandy to keep in view; and my aim is through- 
‘ out to Ihew that the principles of Proteftants and 
* Non-conformifts, taken in their only true fenle and 
‘ force, are either mifunderftood or mifreprefentedhy 
‘ my opponent, and confequently his reafoning upon 
‘ them, which derives all its plaufibility from that MIS- 
* REPRESEifTATiON, is inconclufive*’. 

How various and how formidable, is the appearance 
of this opponent! Do you confider thefyftem of quo¬ 
tations and arguments ajntained in my book, under 
the metaphor of a (lately tree? He appears bearing an 
axe, and, widi menacing. afpe£l, he lays it in a moft 
unmerciful manner to the root. Do you contemplate 
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the fame peiformatKe under the notion of an edifice'i 
lie comes forth with aii the terrible appaiatus of a 
f!:ilful engineer; and, in a tiice, he faps its deep foun¬ 
dations. 'The tree, with ail its beautiful ramifications 
and verdintlionoiirt, lies in the dud. The edifice, with 
all its coilly workinanlhip and elegant furniture, fuus 
in ruins. So tciribly dednictivearc tlie wee.ponsaiid 
the attacks of niy opponent! Alas, for thee, poor Tir- 
eLbaptfiii Examined, how art thou fallen !—fo fallen 
in the efilinate of J)r. W., as never to rife again ’ 
—But, fujipoung the fabric to Iw denuliihcd, yet 
as it docs not apjtear that my opponent, like JoHiua 
refpedling Jericho, has denounced an awful an.iJiema 
on him wlio fliall dare to rebuiu! the; fallen ilru^lure, 
itsre-cdification maybe lawl'ul. It I’eems expedient, 
however, forme to exan’ine, whether he have, in re- 
alif}', ‘ iindernined’ the building; or whether he have 
only, ‘ uncovered a little here and there’—whether 
he have, indeed, extirpated the tree; or whether he 
have merely ‘ /n77-/V,/at f mu-of the brtinthes.’—It bt- 
hoves me, noiwithdanding, beftme I proceed in this 
cxanv'nation, to confuler thiit fi'-jcre ce.'ifnrc which is 
ctmtained in tlv jiafliigd have iud (|uoted. 

l.)r. W. tells his reatin’, th.xt I liave mifindey- 
Jiood, oxmij'rcp' cj'cnied,'d\i principles ‘ of ?rote ftants 
‘ and Nonconform ids and that, from tit's ‘ i'.iisRi:. 
‘ PJIESKN’TATion', my reafoning derives all its plaufi- 
bility. Now, by coi'itraiKng nnfreprefinted with 7n.f~ 
itndcrjhod ; and by repeating the forifier idea, though not 
the latter; he in.inifelily impeaches the rectitude of 
my intention. But whether 1 ought to coi'iiiJer this 
as the languageof JwrMiv r/eney, or as a //r/i'i'/'r./i'Tipeach- 
mentoi' mv integrity, I dare notafllrt. If ih’cfirmer, 
candour demands that it flioul-d be ovcrl eJ. If the 
htt(r, I knov/ not how to reconcile it with his prn- 

feffed 
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fefled cftecm for my character, as chew here expn iTcd' ; 
I boldly deny the charoe, and earnelll)' call upon him to 
prove his afi'ertion. 

That n.'. W'. has nvfmtra —tli.tt lie h:\s cii- 
d.... o;;i ■!; to brt’tik., and entiialy to rj.vr, wii.it iic 
cletijanil y ...ais mv ‘ i>)j)liiiiie.i! |i]iaian.\,’ is duuht- 
Ivfs a i'a^l; but whelhoi-, aiti-r ;dl the d ii>i n-s 
of Iris polemical prOWsfs, PirUllul I'. 

be com[>leuIy coiifuted, is to fonie p^ opie doulnfiil, 
and may juilly bear an ciKpairy. To tiiis e:npiirv, 
th:r,fors', k‘t Us nowapplv- 

The A'i,or principal arouniU oi' a.ripinient, all 
through mv periornieaice, weie t, ken. firnii I’a-lohajv- 
tiffs. 'riKl'e I.’.r, ■: are, t.yil'.'l-.r'-'T ;<■ f .,'0, en;.-,/y 7 svi' 
cf \vh Ol we alleri, and /u /ar/pdei tf re.diuiln'!; ; as 
tverv iptcli;c’'U rcad.er oi f-j Lr /ovka'/mult 

have o'nl.e vej. Such were tb.t'>p'Cs, <1,1 which I 
prccecdcdi in every branch of tl'.e lal'ieet: and v hat 
r;v rppon an'' fiys, rciailvv' to t'tat (vd 'in of (luot.i- 


lions 

which I have proylueed f: 1)111 Ihedo'.i 

,nHilt 

i.'JW 

be coolniercd.—It irree, iialee'!, be 

o!)l’erved in 

fteia;l 

al, llv'.i he treats ih'-in r.s Job’s I/e'. 

i.ahaii Uy'ats 

bral’s 

•and i;on, like a >••/ y'A< n v. 

:.'id : while, 

V.'iiaL 

he is [''-eared to cedi, .n'lrrjtji'i ! .mi 

Us, arc ton- 

tider. 

:J iiv him as poie.tj.; ipe.im, an ' a-, b; 

■.)i)..-d arrow.s 


—htteclto fierce- our c:u;le oi t!ie vry licarr, an i to 
pci'torni terrible caeeutson. Ke; s h ■, a-. 0,1 lo'ne 
otiicroccrdions, ‘muiver ;ns M iivVs a e .■■nMer.'t, e-is t 
or, in the truclpirit i.i ;■) .ieo-.nal h -!<i;l'n, ‘ c inf.ont, 
‘ break, and rout’ my qiu le.ti'etv, nt 101 c.; iUicr as eo]_ 
Icited into a ‘ pih.denx', or as iti d, ■. \: 1 '. ■ I p u le-s; but 
he confiders them as ahnoll unwoitliy (‘i' bis tiotlce. 
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Yes, whatever tcftimonies the moft learned and emi¬ 
nent Pfedohriptijishzve given in onr favour, he treats 
as it' little more than ‘ fhowing his opinion,’ were quite 
enough todeter them from appearing more or Icfs on 
our fide of the queflion, and to drive them fiom the 
field. 

Thus, then. Dr. 'W.; ‘ My judgment rntircly fails 
‘ me if a very great number of thefe quotations are 
‘ not perfeilfly confiftent with the prafticc; of the per- 
‘ foils quoted Here he barely ‘ fhews his opinion.’ 
—‘ T here is not one of all the quotations from P.xdo- 

* baptifl: writers contained in the firft part of his Pado- 
‘ baptljm Examined., concerning the nature of I’ofitive 
‘ inftitutions, but is perfeilly confijicnt with Pwdobap- 
‘ tift Principles i.’ Ipj'e dixit, —‘ Mr. B.’s third Chap- 

* ter is entitled, Ehe Deftgn of Baptifn : or Fa£ls 
‘ and Bleffings reprefented by it, both in regard to our 
‘ Lord, and his Difciples. And under this title he 
‘ mujlcrs together no lefs than fifty-fix Paedobajrtifl 
‘ writers; who, having made feme conceffions rcfpeit't- 

* ing the propriety and expreilivenefs of immcrlion 
‘ to feprefent the fai'^s of Chrift’s death, burial, and 
‘ refurreftion, he imagines greatly aflHf his caufe|.’ 
jVo lefs than fifty-fix Paidobaptijl uniters. 7 'hen, by 
bis own rule,i, wc have fifty-fix ‘ competent and uncx- 

* ceptionable wilnefles’ in our favour, witii retrard to 
ther/(y 7 gw of baptifm.— Made /Jwr concessioks. Nay, 
rather, the generality of them are Jlrong afiertions, 

and in the molf direct manner to our pu'-pofe._ He 

imagines they greatly affifi his eaufe. Yes; much 
more than thofe forty P.-edobaptift .authors, ‘ mufiered’ 
by Dr. 'VV. in fitvour of pouring and of fprinkling. 

•Vol.I. 19. fVul. I. ^9. JVe!.1.180. 
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For, in the latter cafe, they are only dcfciniir.j their 
own prailicc; an;] thcrtforc are not ‘ ;;?.(/-/«’ 

‘ witnefies,'—‘ W'hat Mr. B. cites iSco'tCifji'.Ks font— 
‘ profelleJ Fse.iobaptiils, r.iouIJ be iinucrltood i:v the 
‘ ienfc jui* proirofed [bv Dr. V\'. |—It is evtiv'-ncly 
' ■' ;> 'C ie, nay hiyhiy uiKii.'.'.i'..'.l'ie to fuppoi'e, that 
‘ tiieie e:..;i.^:it ch.ira<tlo!'S nioul.i be <'r).ible of to ylar- 
‘ ir.;_; a contradiction, as to ii .',,! ..nv faiteorthe word 
‘ y-x^jriTivu incompatible with iiifiiil diieijdelliip anil 
* b.i;Hilin —Esirailtiy l/ryrUuil'lr—f ldjjly unJ.'uri- 
tahli. LiJeeil! So, then, we nnilt coniuier learned 
I’iciiobapiifts as ablolutcly incapable of facine; nny 
thing which, in its iiitcelLii v conf'ipiences, is inimi¬ 
cal to Infant fprinkling! Fiivileged with a p;iteiit of 
coufiflence, yon hazard your chaiaiiler for candour 
and ibr ch.vrity, if you endeavour to make it appear, 
that any of them have fo intei pretcJ the* word u,*6iiTfu!i> 
as to exclude the Idea of ru-iv-horn infitnts being tht 
nrscipLEs ofjifits Chrijl. Whereas, detached from 
the love ofhypothefis, ojie fhould rather have thought, 
that it would have been confide red as an infuk upon 
their learning and common fenfe, to reprefent them as 
maintainiiig any fuch thing. But let the reades, for 
his own fatisfaclion, perufe their fiiyingsf.—^Vhat 
an admirably cafy inetliod my opjionent has of defend¬ 
ing his cauie ! FaeJi.baptifm mull be fupported; and 
therefore, J^iedohaptids niun-be con.'illent. Becaufe 
it would be a flrameiul thing indeed, lor auvot their 
princi'd;.-to be at variance with their praelice : the 
vet y iue,'. of which Dr. can by no means admit. 
But iiiigiit not the Roman C.itholics, with taiual pro- 

‘V i. r. - I p, l\r fir'.l 

f-t. O., ,a',.; !1.^. 
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pl'iety avail themfelves of the fame plea, in anf^^jr' 
to fimilar charges that are laid again!! them by’Pi^- 
tefl-ants ? Here, as on various other occafions, our 
author ‘ fhews his opinion' j but, certainly, he does not 
‘ anfwer his part.’ 

Again : ‘ His quoting any, who fprinkh the fub- 
jeiSl and pronounce him hiptize-d, can anfwer no 
‘ other purpofe than to amufe and dazzle die eye of 
‘ a fuperncial obferver*.’ Muft the quotations, 
then, to anfwer our purpofe, be taken from them, 
if fuch there be, who pour, or fprinkle, water on 
the fubjedl, and pronounce lum unhapUzed? If fo, 
the quotations could not be extradted, rxcording to 
die plan of my book, from P.-cdohaptiJn ; no, nor 
yet from Baptifts. Becaufe the latter are as far from 
acknowledging pouring, or fprinkling, to be kiptifrn ; 
as th.Q farmer are from expressly condemning their 
own condudl.-'-According to my opponent, the caufe 
of Psedobaptifm is in the moft fmgularly hapi'-y fitu- 
ation, with regard to conceflions, which might, appa¬ 
rently, be pleaded againft it, from the writings of 
Psedobaptifts. For, whatever they afllrt, or what¬ 
ever diey concede, refpetSling the mode of adminif- 
tration; it cannot be of any fervicc to our caufe, ex¬ 
cept they plainly declare that the fubjeift, on whom 
water has been only [joured, or fprinkled, is not bap¬ 
tized. In other fubjeds of polemical dife-afiion you 
may forcibly plead the conceflions of adverfaries, v/ho 
are far from explicitly giving up the point in difpute; 
but fo peculiarly favoured is the caufe of Infant 
fprinkling, that nothing fhort of this will do to be 
pleaded againft it, by way of conceflion. It is there¬ 
fore impoflible that learned, wife, and upright Paedo- 
»Vol.I 1 . 4 . 
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baptifts, let them % whatever they may, fhould 
bear'any teftimonies, or m;ike any conccffions, in our 
favour; for none but a fool, a maniac, or an hypo¬ 
crite, will ever expreJUy give ujj the point he profeff- 
edly defends. 

‘ Our opponents—ought to prove,—that the au- 
‘ thors they produce, as countenancing ibeir fenti- 
‘ mcnts, mvcr acknovulcdpe, that other modes of 
‘ facramtntal wafliing, are equally valid with that 
‘ of dipping. Till they prove this—they prove no- 
‘ thing Indeed! But then we muft alfo prove, 
either that fuch authors are members of the Greek 
Church; or that they arc Baftijis ; or, at leall:,. 
tliat they are not Padohaptijls, in,the common accep- 
tatidh of the term: and the producing of fuch authors 
would be as foreign to the purpofe, as that of my op- ‘ 
ponent, when he quotes Mr. Elliot’s pamphlet, 
entitled, Dipping not Baptizing. —‘Onoof his read- 
‘ ers at leaft, judges, that what he has produced from 
‘ Paedobaptift writers, as conceflions, no more regard 
'■ the leading point in difpute than—(1 was going to 
‘ fay) the firjl verfe of thefirji bo‘)k of Chronicles., Adam, 
'Sbeth, Enojh.’ I'hen I may adopt that elegant excla¬ 
mation of our author; ‘ Dreadful feythe, and no 
‘ mean mower, to cut fo much at one ftroke!’ Then, 

I will add, my quotations are no more to the purpofe, 
than his appeal to the third Chapter of Genefis, in 
proof that jnfants are entitled to bapiifm. 

But he proceeds thus: ‘ For the immediate queftion 
‘ is,—wliether the legal, the ceremonial, or faera- 
' mental fenfe of the word excludes, ahfolutely excludes., 

‘ every other idea hntimmerfion? No.conceffionlhort 
‘ of this is of any real fervice to our opponent’s 
* Vol. II. 4, 5. 
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* caufe*’— cSneeJfulf fieri of this. But fuch a 
conceffion would prove, as already obferved, that ihe 
authors were cither members of the Greek Church, 
or Baptifts, or hypocrites. For, whoever ferioufly 
concedes that the word baptifin ‘ excludes, ahfo- 
^ lately excludes every other idea but immerfmi) 
cannot, in the common acceptation of the term, be 
confidered as a Padobaptiji. Or if, after having 
made fuch a conceffion, he praflife pouring, or 
fprinkling, without giving any intimation of his judg¬ 
ment being altered, he muft be viewed as having 
condemned his own conduft, and as ailing the part 
of a hypocrite.—^Dr. W.'s diftinilion between the 
legal., or ceremonial)^ and philological fenfe of the word 
baptifni) will be confidered in another place. 

‘ If it be faid, that fuch conceffions favour their 
let the unwary know, that this is only 

* fubftituting a mean fophifm in the room of folid ar- 

* gument. For if they only prefer, for reafons that 
‘ appear to them conclufive, their plunging to our 
‘ pouring or fprinkling, they arc cordially welcome 
‘ to adhere to that pradice, as the Greek church 
‘ does; but let them not uncharitably condemn and 
‘ nullify the baptifmal practice cf all Chriftendom be- 
‘fidesf.’— Cordially welcome! Generous language, 
compared with that of his favourite Antipredobaptift, 
Mr. Elliot! — As the Greek church does’, but let 

them not nullify the pradiice of all Chrijic\/lom beftdes. 
As if thofe who praitife immerfion were, compara¬ 
tively, a very fmall number I whereas, if we may 
credit learned Paedobaptifts, they conftitute about one 
half of that part of the world called Chrijlian, As 

* Vol. II. 5, 6. t Vol. II. 6. 
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if, alfo, the Greek Church admitted pouring, or 
fprinkling, to be real baptifm! contrary to what 
Psedobaptifts themfelves have faid, whom our author 
has taught us to confider as ‘ competent and unexcep- 
‘ tionable witnelTes.’ To the teftimonies refpedling 
that particular, in Padobaptifm Examined*^ I will 
add the tw’o following. Schubertus : ‘ It is the 

* opinion of the Greeks, that the baptifm of Chrift 

« is adminiftered, not by the application of water in any 
‘ way; but by immerfion^ or by hiding the perfon to 

* be baptized under water f.' Russian Cate¬ 
chism ; ‘ This they [the Greek Church in Ruffia,] 

‘ hold to be a point necejjary, that no part of the 
*■ child be undipped in the water —‘ But if,’ fays 
Dr. W. ‘ by eur practice be intended, the plunging 
‘ of thofe perfons, who had been before fprinkled in 

* the name of the facred Trinity, under pretence that 

* the latter was no baptifm \ the fophiftical infmuation, 
“ that this practice is countenanced by the venerable 
‘ lift of Paedobaptifts which he quotes, deferves a 

* fevere reprehenfion But what ground has my 
opponent for this branch of his alternative ? Have I 
any where infinuated, that the authors whom I qyote 
intended t© promote our caufe ? That they have faid 
fuch things as, by natural and neceflary confequence, 
are inimical to Psedobaptifm, I have endeavoured to 
prove. I have, however, always quoted and repre- 
fented them ^vs Paedobaptifts ; nor can Dr, W. deny 
it.—The celebrated Mr. Claude being blamed, in 
a fimilar manner, by Mr. Arnaud, refpedting feme 

* Vol. I. p. 267, 268, 289, 290. f h.fli'.ut. "fbeohyr. Polem. 
Pars IJ. Cap. iii. §.12. 1 Fujian Cateehifm, p. 73. .London, 
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(quotations from Arcudius, replies: alledge Ar- 

* CUDTOs to confront him with himfeW, concerning 

* fome truths, and matters of faft, which do now 
‘ and then efcape him; after the fame manner as I 

* would quote Cardinal Pr.RRON, and Bellarmin, 
'‘and Mr. Arnaud himfclf: net as witnejjes that 
‘ believe what I would conclude ; but as perfons wfyo 

* affirm things., from whence i conclude what 
‘they themselves do not believe*.’ Juft 
fuch is my condufl. Dr. W. may, therefore, take 
to himfelf that ‘ fevere reprehcnfion’ of which he 
fpeaks, for producing againft us, under the notion of 
an Antipavlohaf tijl, the late P.Ir. Elliot ; when he 
KNEW that the author of Dipping not Baptizing, 
was as far from agreeing with us, in regard to the 
mode, as he was from him, in refpeft of the fubje^}. 

‘ If union [among the authors that arc quoted] be 
‘ any proof, in the prefent cafe, they all unite againft 
‘ ftie necejffity of immerfton for the effence of baptifm. 
‘ Pray, then, what do their concejffions amount to ?— 
‘ but that they confidcr the words as generic terms, 
‘ admitting diverfe modes ; and that though the more 
‘ common import of the terms, in their Opinion, con- 

* vey the idea of immerfion, yet in their facramental 
‘ fenfe, at leaft, they ate to be underftood v/ilh great- 
‘ er latitude f.’— They all unite againji the necejjity of 
immerfion. True; or elfe I could not have quoted 
them under the charaffer of Badobaptifts. It would 
have been ftrange indeed, if, while they praftifed 
pouring, or fprinkling, any of them had acknow¬ 
ledged,. that tlieir mode of adminiftration did not in¬ 
clude the effence of baptifm. For that'would have 

* CatboL Do/i. of Em'tarJI, Book III. Chap. vii. f VsK 
II. 165. 



Chap, ffl-] Ar^wered iy Dr. W. yi 

been exprefsly to condemn their own conduiS, and to 
iix a ftigma on their own charadter. So the Roman 
Catholics, notwithitanJing the numerous conceffions 
•which they have tnacle, relative to communion in 
-both kinJi; conftantly unite in maintaijiing, that 
nothing ejjtntlal to the Lord’s Supper is wanting in 
.their adminiftration. 

Pray^ then, what do their concejjions amount to ? 
As this requeft of my opponent is exprelled in ele¬ 
gantly condefeending language, I will prefent both 
him and my readers in common with the ‘ amount’ 
of what Paedobaptilfs have teftified and conceded;- 
by giving an abilradl of the quotations produced’from 
them, relative to, The mraning of the terms, baptize, 
and baptifiA— the defi^n of the ordinance—the prailict 
.of the church—the mode of adminijiraticn heft adapted 
.to anfujcr the dcftgn of the inf ltutc—and the rcafons of 
immsrfton Icing laid afidc. 

Phe meaning of the terms. They fcach us, that 
immcrfion is the radical and obvious fignification of 
the word baptifm—'I'hat the Danes, tlie Swede.s, the 
-Germans, and the Dutch, render the term | 3 « 7 rT»^«, 
dby cxpreflioiis that fignify to dip —.That it has no 
other fignification in Mark the feventh and fourth— 
That the idea of immcrfion is retained when the 
word is ufed metaphorically of the Holy Spirit; of 
■fufFcrings; and of other things—Thatf 3 « 7 rTt<^f(v, is of 
a middle figfli fication, between to fwimon 

the furfacefssnd S ' jvttv , to go dosvn to the bottom —That 
it is no where ufed in the Scripture to fignify fprink- 
ling—That it fignifies immcrfion only; not waihing, 

.except by confeauence-.That the Creeks wanted 

jiot other words to have cxprefll-d a different action, 
if the infiitution would have borne it—'I'hat the 
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manner of baptizing fliould corre/pond to the lignifi- 

cation of the ordinance— That all antiquity, and 
Scripture, confirm the idea of plunging—That fprink- 
ling is rhantifni, rather than baptifm—That new 
cuftcans introducfe new fignifications of terms—^That 
Paedobaptifts chiefly avail themfelves of inferences, of 
analogy, and of doubtful conftrudtion—And that the 
Baptifts have the advantage in point of argument. 
Such is the ‘ amount’ of concelfions that are made, 
by eighty-two Paedobaptift authors; all of whom we 
are warranted by Dr. W. to confidcr, as ‘ competent 
« and unexceptionable witnefles.’ 

The defign of the ordinance. Under this branch of 
the fubjedt, the authors are almoft unanimous in con- 
fidering baptifm as .principally intended, by the great 
Legiflator, to reprefent the death, burial, and refur- 
reiSion of Chrilf; the communion his people have 
with him in thofe momentous fodis; and their interefl: 
in the bleflings thence refulting. To confirm and 
illuftrate which, they agree in applying the declara¬ 
tions of Paid, recorded in Romans the fixth and 
fourth, and Coloflians the fecond and twelfth.— 
Seventy-five Padobaptifts are here quoted; who 
are'all * competent and unexceptionable witnefles.’ 

The praffice of the church. That immerfion was 
pra&fed by John the Baptift, by the Apoftles, and 
by the primitive Chriftians—That our Lord himfelf 
was imnierfed by the venerable Johq—That the 
Scripture no where fpeaks of any being baptized, but 
by immerfion—That the pradlice of immerfion gave 
occafion for fome very Angular and emphatical phrafes 
to be ufed by the Apoftles—That the baptifm of the 
three thoufand affords no objedfion to the univerfal 

praiSice 
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pradtice of immerfion in thofe times—-That plunging 
\V3S the general and almoli univerCd pradice, for 2 
Jong courfe of ages— That Dr. Wall knew of no 
Pfoteftant, who liad denied immerfion to have been 
the general praftice of apoftolic times} and of but 
very few learned men, who denied its being foe Iktcft, 
if a regard to health do not forbid—That Iprinkling 
is indefenfible—I'hat they who ridicule immerfion 
deferve cenfure—That it is uncertain where and by 
tvhohi, fprinkling was introduced—-And, that a 
reftoration of the primitive pradice is very delirable.— 
Such is the ‘amount’ of what ninety-fix Paedobaptift' 
writers have conceded, or aflerted, under this branch 
of the fubjeft; and all of them ‘ competent, uncxccp- 
‘ tionable witnefles.’ • 

The. mode of adminlfiration bcfi adapted to anfwer 
the defitgn of the infiitute. That immerfion, compared 
with pouring, or with fprinkling, has the priority, in 
lefpeif of time— 7 'hat it is more fignificant—And, 
that it is more fafe, or certain of being right.—Here 
we have fi.xteen ‘ competent and unexceptionable wit- 
‘ nefiesand this is the ‘ amount’ of their conceffions. 

The reafons of immerfion heing laid afide. That the 
moft ancient inftanccj on record, of pouring, or 
fprinkling, was in the year two hundred and fifty 
one—That the reafon of it, both then and afterward, 
was a fuppofed neceffity, arifing, either from bodily 
difeafe, a wartt of water for immerfion, or fomething 
fimilar—That, even then, the water was not applied 
by pouring upon, or fprinkling the free, but the 
whole body—That it was confidered as an imperfedl 
adminiftration; and was denominated fprinkling., not 
baptizing—That pouring, or fprinkling, as a com¬ 
mon praifbice, originated in the apoftate Church of 
E Rome} 
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Rome; and that the Protcftant churches thence derived 
it—That this mode of proceeding commenced among 
the Englifh, in the time of queen Elizabeth ; but 
that immerfion was the prevailing praftice till the 
reign of James the Firft—That the reafons of this 
alteration in England were, the love of novelty, deli¬ 
cacy of parents, pretence of modefty, and a high re¬ 
gard for the charafter of Calvin —That Calvin’s 
Form of adminiftering the ficraments was, probably, 
the firft in the world, that prefcribed pouring abfo- 
lutcly—That fprinkling, ftridtly fo called, did not 
commence in England, till.the year fixteen hundred and 
forty-five, and was then ufcd by very few—That the 
Aflembly of Divines at Weftminfter converted the 
font into a bafin; 'and that bafins, unlefs in cafes of 
neccflity, had never been ufed by Papifts, or any 
other Chriftians whatever, till by the members of 
that Alfembly—That Roman Catholics ridicule fome 
of the Proteftant miniflcrs, for ufing only a few drops 
of water—That the reafons more generally affigned 
for this novel mode of proceeding are, coldnefs of 
climate; tendernefs of infants; Chriftianity not con- 
fifting in ceremonies; tliat facred maxim, God will 
have mercy and not facrifice-, the authority of the 
Church to. alter ceremonial appointments; and(moft 
delicately to crown the whole) becaufe, in the very 
aft of baptizing, it was obferved, that natura curfum 
fuum tenet. Finally, that ALL the‘Christians 
IN THE WORLD, who never owned the Pope's ufurped 
poweVi now do, and ever did, dip their children in. tilt 
common courfe of their praSlke, ' 

Such is the ‘amount’ of conceflions made, and 
teftimonies given, by twenty-four Paedobaptift au¬ 
thors; among whom, the learned and laborious 

Dr. 
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Dr. Wall makes the moft confpicuous figure*, 
though they are all ‘ competent and unexceptionable 

* witnefles.’ 

The moft learned and refpeftable Paedobaptifts 
having aflerted and conceded fuch things as thefe, is 
there not reafon to be furprifed at our author’s 
query; ‘ Pray, then, what do their concelfions a- 

* mount to?’ Amount to! why, to every tiling, in 
the argumentum ad hominem, refpecling the mode of 
adminiftration, that we can defire. Their explicit 
amount, it is manifeft, is great as it could bcr, with-, 
out verbally oppofing their own pradicc: and their 
amount, by neceffary confcquence, is. That immerjion 
is the only legitimate mde of proceeding. 

Though, by what is contained ih the preceding pa¬ 
ragraphs, the pertinency of my quotations from Paedo- 
baptifts, and my inferences from them, be fuificiently 
eftabliftiedj yet, as Dr. W. earneftly contends that no 
conceflions are available to our purpofe,exceptwecould 
prove that the authors protluced acknowledge immer- 
ilon to be ejfential to baptifm, the following particulars 
are fubmitted to my reader’s confideration. 

I'he writers whom I have quoted could not, as Pse- 
dobaptifts, either aflert, or believe, immerfion to be ef- 
fential to baptifin, without diredlly condemning their 
own practice. It appears, indeed, that Mr. Blake, 
and Dr. Wall, did notconiidsifprinkling as haying 
in it the efferite of baptifii; becaufe the latter of thofe 
authors expreffes himfelf thus: ‘As for fprinkling,l fay 

* as Mr. Blake atitsfirft coming up in England, Let 

• My reader may fee the above particulars, and tlie quota¬ 
tions at large, to which they referj in Padobaptijm Exam. \'ol. 
I. Chap, ii, iii, iv, vi, and vii. 

them 
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‘ them defend it that ufe it He further fays, ‘ I had 
the difadvantage [ in defending the praftice of pour- 
‘ ing,] to plead for a way of baptifm, of which the beji 
I could hyvrzSjThat itisfu^cient fortheejfehceofbap- 
* tifm: but could not deny the other, [that is, itnmer- 
*■ fion] except in the cafe of danger of health, to be the 
‘ fitteftfIt is plain, however, that neither of thefe 
writers confidered immerjion as ejfential to the ordi¬ 
nance. Had that been the cafe. Dr. W. might juftly 
have charged me with puerility and impertinence, for 
■quoting them as I have done. 

It has been common for polemical writers, whatever 
the controverfy might be in which they engaged, to 
plead the conceflions of their opponents, whenever it 
could be done with propriety. This way of proceed¬ 
ing, in the argument ad hominem., has always been ef- 
teemed both fair and conclufive. But it never was 
cominon for thofe who wrote in defence of any dodtrine, 
or practice, exprefsly to concede the point for which 
they contended. Nor can it be fo at all, except through 
grofs inadvertency, a want of integrity, or a defedl of 
cq>nmon fenfe.—The conceflions, therefore, on which 
contS’Overlial writers argue, and from which they infer 
the point intended to be eftablifhed, are confidered as 
only implying that w'hich is inconfiftent with the gene¬ 
ral thefts oppofed by them; and as being, by necejfary 
coafequencey fubverfwe of it. , 

That the method of arguing adopted in Padobap- 
iifm Examined^ is neither novel, nor unfair,*was proved 
in the Preface to each edition of that performance. 
But of this Dr. W. takes not the leaft notice; being 
quite contented with ‘ fhowing his opinion ’ that my 

Defence <f Hift-h{f. Bap. p. 140. + Ibid. p. 4 ® 4 - 
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quotations are notliing to the purpofe, becaufe they do 
not contain an explicit furrender of the point in difpute. 
'I'o the teftiinoiiies contained in that Preface, relative to* 
the t^ciicj J.courfo of my argumentation, I will add the 
tolloaijig. '■ Of all mctliods of renfoning v/itli an adver- 
‘ firy, ’ fays M. Saurin, none is more chuc and 
‘ conclufive th.m tljat which is taken from his owm 
‘ prijiciples. It hath this advantage above otlrers, the 
‘ opponent is obliged, according to Uriel rules of rea- 
*■ foiling, to admit the argument, although* it be fo- 
‘ phillical :hiJ falfe. Tor by what rule con he fejecl my 
^ propofition, if it luve an equal degicc of jirobabili- 
‘ ty with another propontion, which he receives as evi- 
*■ dent and demonftrative ? But when the principles oi’ 
'■ an adverfary are well grounded j and when v/e are a- 
* ble to prove that his principles produce our creiclu- 
‘ lions, our reafoning becomes demonftrative to a ra- 
‘ tional opponent, and he ought not to depy it * —Mi'. 
James Owen : ‘ All will allows that die teftimony of 
‘ an ad verfaiy is good againft himfelfi ’.— Bp „Ni- w to r., 
fpealcingof the Waldenfes, fays: ‘I will only produce 
‘ the teftimonies of three witnefies concerning them, 
‘ whom both fidcs muft allow to be unexccptioaable, 
‘Reinerius,Thu.anus, and Me/.eray —It canno': 
‘be objedled that this is Proteflant evidence, for diey 
‘ were all three members c.f the Church of Rome'];’. 

That this method of arguing has been frequently an! 
abundantly ufed, is pliiin to every man of reading and 
obfervatioit; though the perfons oppofed were far fro n 
giving up the point in debate. Thus, for inftance, Ire- 

• .t Tff/ow, II. p. 13'i. ■RoniNsos's Tr.mfitiin. 

i' Difence of Su ijCure p, i^S. ;j; D.J' ua:. on dje 

T./pb 1 j1. it. p. 25., z—. I^om'. 1789. 
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N.SUS, as obferved by learned men, argues from the 
tejiimonies of his adverfaries, and proves his point from 
their concejfms*. —Thus Mr. Horbery ; ‘Ouradver- 
‘ laries themfelvcs, one or other of them, bear teftimony 

* to the truth of all [our principles,] or moft of them; as 

* might be proved, if that was neceflary,from their own 

* plainconceflionst’.—ThateminentFrench Proteftant, 
Mr. John Claude, exprefles himfelf thus: ‘ I will 
‘make their [own Roman Catholic] authors, that are 
‘ not fufpefted by them, to fpeak; whofe paflagesi will 
‘ faithfully tranflate, which they may fee in the origi- 
‘ nals, if they will take the pains—cannot—other- 
‘ wife alledge Arcudius than to confront him with 
‘ himfelf, concerning fome truths and matters of fedf, 

‘ which do now and then efcape him; after the fame 
‘manner as I would quote Cardinal Perron, and 
‘Bellarmine, and Mr. Arnauo himfelf; not as 
‘ witnefles that believe what I would conclude; but 

* as perfons who affirm things, from whence I con- 
‘ elude what they themfelves do not believe. And 
‘thus does Mr. Arnaud quoteMESTREZAT, and 
‘ Dailxe, and fundry others of our audiors J.’ 

It has been common for polemical writers, when ar- 
guingfrom theconcefflons of their oppofers, to attribute 
thofe conceiBons to the force of truth, and the bright- 
nefs of evidence. Thus, for example. Dr. John 
Owen: ‘ Bellarmine —^being on the rack of light 
‘ and truth, heconfelTeth and grants all that we plead 

* Vid. J. Fabricii Hijl. Fabrician, B/bhotb. T. J.p, 70. 
T wells’ Crit. Exam, of New Text and Ferf. of the N. T. Part 
III. p. 54i 5 S> t Enquiry into the Scrip. Dod. (f Futufe Funijb- 
tnexf,p. ?oo. Load. 1744. J Defence of Reformat. Part 11 . p. 
xtq. Catholic DoH. ofEuchmJi, B.lll. Chap.vii. 
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«for Dr. Clagett : ‘ It may be obferved, that 
‘ the pmmer of truth has extorted from fome or other 
‘ of our adverfaries, the confeffion of both the premifes 

♦ which infer our conclufion.’—-Mr. Payne, having 
pleaded conceiEons from the penofCASSANDER, and 
from that of Wicei-Ius, adds: ‘ But left thefe two 
‘ men—-fliould be thought, through their great temper 

* and moderation, to have yielded more in this caufe 
‘ than others of that communion; I fhall fliow that the 
‘ fame has been done by others, whocannot be fufpedfed 
‘ to have granted more than the mere force 'of truth 
‘ extorted from them J.’ 

Similar quotations might be greatly multiplied, but 
thefemayfuffice. For things of this^kind appear, moreor 
lefs, in every fpecies of controverfy among learned nien; 
but in a particular manner they abound in the writ¬ 
ings of Proteftants againft the Roman Catholics. One 
can hardly dip into the publication of any learned au¬ 
thor againft the Papifts, without perceiving that he 
'aVgues from their conceffions. But I never obferved, 
notwithftanding, that any controverfial writer, when 
_ufing this mode of argumentation, confined himfelf to 
fuch conceiEons as explicitly yield the point in dil^utc. 
For what need of argument, when the caufe is fully 
furrendered ? Nor, to the beft of my recolleilion, did 
I ever meet with an author, befides my opponent, who 
thus attempted to reftridt that fpecies of argument. 
WereDr. W.’slimitation juft, and univerfally allowed, 
the argumentum ad homlnem would fcarcely be ufed 
once in an age. If however, helhould think proper, in 
his own elegant phrafe, to ‘ take another turn ’ with 

* DoSl, of fufl'ijkmkn. Cliap. xiv. p. 403. Load. 1677. 

i Preferv againjl Pap. Title vii, 64, m. 



,'l8o Ptedebapufm Examined., [ChaP. HI. 

VS-, it is to be hoped, that he will prove the reftiidion 
for which he pleads, to be both juft, and commonly al¬ 
lowed. Or elfe it will behove him to ‘ demonftiate, ’ 
that Psedobaptifm polTefles the exclufive privilege of 
not being attacked, on the ground of concejjion, except 
under his limitation. 

There is a vulgar faying, J man'i aEiion% fpeak loud- 
er than his words. If this maxim be univerfalJy true, 
it is not uncandid to queftion, wliether even Dr. W. 
himfelf fteadily believe the propriety of that reftriflion 
which he would impofe on his Baptift brethren, with 
regard to the argument from conceflions; beaiufe it is 
plain, that he does not ad according to his own rule. 
—Por inftance: To prevent miftakes, I [irefixcd a Nota 
Bene to the quotations from Pjedobaptifts, contained 
in my book, relative to the ftgnification of the word 
haptijr.i, and to the practice of the Apoftks *: in which 
' I acicnowledyc’, that no inconjiderable part of the au¬ 
thors quoted maintain, that the term baptifin fignifies 
pouring, and fpr ink ling, as well as immerfion; and thitt 
many of them infill upon it, as highly probable, that 
the Apoftles did fometimes adminfter baptifm by pour¬ 
ing,«or fprinidiiig. Such is the purport of my concef- 
fioii. U})on which Dr. W.remarks, as follows: ‘When 
—ii'lr. B. exprefies himfelf [thus,] what does he better 
‘ than YIELD THE CAUSE j,?.’ 'I hcreader will permit 
me here to adopt our author’s fine exclamation; 

‘ Dreadful Icythe, and no mean mower, to cut fo much 
‘at one ikroktV —Yield the caufe! But how does 
that appear? Not,furely, by what I meant; nor yet by 
what was exprtfsly faid! If, therefore, the caufe be 
at all yielded, it muft be by natural and neceflary r’^r- 

• PaJoiep. Exam, p, i6. 75. Or, Vol. I. p. 4+, 191. fccond 
Edit. J Vol. 11.4. 
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ence. As, however, I am not in the Icalt pain for my 
caufe, even on that ground; fo, it is manifcfl-, that Dr.. 
W. departs from hisffit/« rule and takes a liberty which 
he dejiies to us. 

My opponent infills, as before obferved, that thole 
Baptills who prailife Free Cominimion concede the 
validity of _Z)fl«r/«^,.and of fprinkling. But have they 
any where exprelsly all'erted tins ? He does not pretend 
it How, then, does he endeavour to prove it? By 
confidering it as abfurd to fuppofe, that they allow 
communion to Pa;dob.tptills, as unbapt 'fz.ed..' But this 
is arguing upon an ungrounded fuppofitioh, as if it. 
wereadiroctconcclEon,and notorioully departing from 
his own rule.—Nay, lb violently difpofed is Dr. W. 
to confute us, bv drawing conf queiices from concef- 
fion'^ that he lubpxiuesMr. Elliot againft us, un¬ 
der the character of an Antipxdobaptill; and rejoices 
in the acquifition of fuch an admirable evidence in his 
favour. 

• Once more: My opponent, when defending the 
antiquity of Profilyte baptifm among the Jews, 
quotes Dr. Gai.e and Dr. Gill, as conceding,, that 
tliere were ‘ bf'.ptifms’ in the Jewilh church for €ere- 
monial uncleannefs: though they exprefsly deny the' 
cxlllence of Profelyte baptifm, in the time of John, as. 
maintained by our oppofers. 'I'hence he thus infers;. 

‘ ThereforeJt appears withfuperhr■evidaiaiS’CQva^ 
‘teftimony of thefe competent /Vrfii UNEXCEP- 
‘ tionabl'e witnesses, thatbaptiiin waswellknown 
‘ as a ceremonial, purifying rite, prior to the chriftian 
‘ aera Hence he furtlier infer.'', whr.t lie confiders, 
a fubftiuitial argiuncait for the right of infants to bap- 


* Vol. jJ. jjo, 231, 2-32. 
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tiCn,—-The reader will here obferve, that it is not the 
ftlidity of his argument, but the mode of his procedure, 
♦diich is now under confideration. I may, therefore, 
fafely appeal to all competent judges, wheAer Dr. W. 
does not argue from the conceffions of his exponents, 
precifely upon my plan; and whether he does not vio» 
late, in his own pra£tice, the rule he preferibes for us ? 
—But Paedobaptifm muft be upheld; and, in order to 
that, muft be tenderly treated. It muft have an im¬ 
munity, not granted to any other caufe, left the tefti- 
monies and conceffions of thofe who defend it, fliould 
prove the occaiion of its entire fubverflon. 

In the courfe of my argument againft Infant fprink- 
ling, I pleaded the nifmerous andJiriking inconjijiencies 
among Psedobaptifts, relative to the grounds of their 
own praftice, as a ftrong prefumptive evidence in our 
favour. That there is a remarkable difagreement a- 
mong our oppofers. Dr. W. exprefsly acknowledges. 
For, when adverting to that very particular, he fays ; 

* In reviewingthis fubjeft,—I perceive, that thecham- 

* pions on the one fide are by no means agreed up- 

* on this queftion. On what is the right of infants 

* to iaptifm founded f And thofe on the other know 

* very well how to avail themfelves of the fact *. ’ 
In order, therefore, to defend Paedobaptifm againft the 
confequences which naturally flow from fuch a 
Dr. W. replies: ‘ That many great and-learned men 

* have entertained difierent and even contradiAory fen- 
< timents on the fubjeft, does not affeft it That one 

* fhould give up a topick in the debate, which another 

* ffiought valid, is immaterial—The presumptive 
»and PROBABLE reafons and grounds for the pra<ftice, 

V Notes on Social Re/ig- p. 68. 
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* have been always thought fo numerous, that it was 

* difficult out of many to fix upon the mojl ftriking and 
‘ folid. And this is a natural confequence, arifmg from 
‘ the very number of the mediums of proof. For it 
‘ is ever more difficult to chufe one out of many things 
‘ alike, than one out of a few. This alfo, in a good 

* meafure, accounts for the firmnefs with which the 
‘ coiulufton has been held by perfons who havedifagreed 

* about the comparative importance of different argu- 
‘ ments in this controverfy. Each writer would be 
‘ induced to magnify and extol an argument which 3p- 
‘ pcarcd to him, viewed in certain connexions, with fu- 
‘ perior force; and then by being difproportionately 
‘ enamoured with the one convincing topick, might 
‘ be tempted to difeard all others as ufelefs*. -“--On 
this I will niake a few remarks, and then lay before 
the reader an abftraifh ofthofe teftimonies, conceffions, 
andinconfiftcncies, refpedfing the fubjtMft of baptifm, to 
which Dr. W. refers. 

Prefumptive and probable reafons. Then we may 
conclude, tjiat Psedobaptifts do not pretend to pofitive 
precepts and plain facts, recordjd in the New Tefta- 
ment, as the reafons of their conduct.— Prc/ufnptive 
and prohab le grounds are numerous. Yes, if we cre¬ 
dit our author, you may find them at every turn, all 
through the Old Teftament,as well as the New, be¬ 
ginning wyh the third Chapter of Genefis. This, 
you know, gives Pxdobaptifin a very ancient look.— 
But do not the Roman Catholics lay an equal claim 
to numerous and probable grounds, in Sup¬ 

port of their peculiarities ? Yes, Abp. Wake informs 
trs, that ‘ Cardinal Bejllarmine has put together 

* nineteen feveral texts out of both Teftaments but 

* Vol. I. iqVol. II, jiy. 
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‘ yet was far from thijiking them all tohls purpofe: con- 

* feffing either of all, or at leaft of all out of the Old 

* Teftament, except the firft» thatthey are but pros A- 

* BLE arguments *•’—fubjeii is not affeSled by the 
contradiStory fentiments of great and learned men,. 
But if thofe contradidions, relative to the ground- 
of their prafticc, be numerousy it is a very ftrong pre- 
fumption that they have no fcriptural ground at all: 
and were Dr. W. diluting with Roman Catholics, 
about Papal infa]libility,or the doiElrineof tranfubftan- 
tiation, he would Ipeak a different language. 

The very number of mediums ofproof render it diffi¬ 
cult to chafe the mejl folid. In what a fingular fitua - 
tion Paedobaptifm ftinds! For, if you demand an ex- 
preft divine precept, or a plain apoftolic example, to 
prove its validity; many of our moft learned oppofcrs 
will anfwer. There is not one to be found f' While 
the mediums 6f proof are fo prodigioufly numerous^ 
that if you afk, Which is the bef ? they hefitate, they 
are cmbarraffed, by the very number of thofe media. 
So that you need not wonder, if one learned Pasdobap- 
tift feledl a medium as moft folid and convincing; 
which another confiders as quite impertinent, and is 
very much furprifed that any perfon of common under- 
ftanding fliould ever adopt it. Thus, for inftancc, Dr. 
John Edwards confidered thofe words of Solo¬ 
mon ; Thy navel is like a round goblet wMch wanteth 
not Hquoty as decifively proving the right of infants to 
baptifm, and as fini filing the controverfy at once J., 
While it is highly probable that my opponent, far 

* Preferv.againftPopery ,+ See Pa- 

iobap. 'Exam. Vol. II. p. i — 10. } Cant. 7. i. See Padobaf. 
Exam. Vol. II. p. 416, 417, 
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from admiring the Dolor’s choice, would fix upon 
the MORAL qualificati'jns of infants, as being, in his 
view, the beft mcdiuin of proof: and yet, I prefume, 
not oi vj iii.. thouCui^ of the learned Pre Jobaptlfts,though 
ilirpriieJ at its novelty, will applaud his option. — The 
very number of mediums render it difficult to chopfe the 
moji folid. Of this difficulty, attending the defence of 
Predobaptifm, I never before heard. However, as 
our author {peaks feelingly, I have no objection to 
give him credit. Belidcs, that profound obfervation 
of his, ‘ It is ever more difficult to chufe one out of 
‘ many things alike, than out of a few,’ carries convic¬ 
tion with it. But, then, it is juflly prefumable, Pasiio- 
baptifts inuft ardently with thofe mediums were either 
fewer, or better, that they might not be fo emb.irra{Ibd; 
nor fo extremely liable to egregious blunders in mak-i 
ing their choice. 'Fo which I will add, as there is 
not any one medium of proof, that 1 recoHe£t, by which 
our moft learned op[)ofcrs univerfiily abide; it afibrds 
juft ground offufpicion that none of thene are folid, or 
fitted to bear the ftrels which is laid upon them. 

This, in a good meafttre, accounts for the firmnefs 
with which they hold the conchifior.. Yes, juft*as it 
would in defence of Papal fupcrftition. For, widely 
as the Rom.in Catholics diiFei, in various cafes, about 
their premifes; yet they are firmly imited in the coii- 
clufion. T»hat this is a faft, I appeal to Dr. W. him- 
felf .—Each writer, difproportionately enamoured with 
the one convincing topick, may be tempted to difeard 0- 
thers as ufelcfs. This, in our author’s phrafe, is ‘ «- 
‘ rious intelligence. ’ He had before informed us of a 
fingular difficulty which attends Psedobaptifts when de¬ 
fending their caufe—a painful difficulty, of which we 

were 
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were not aware: and nowhetellsusof their being ena¬ 
moured—DISPROPORTIONATELY enamourtd-.-mA 
tempted too! which muft, I prefume, reduce them to a 
verypitiablefituation. For inamoratoes are generally con- 
very fidered as intoxicated with the violenceof their paf- 
fion; and if, at the fame time, they happen to be aflault- 
ed by ^rong temptation^ there is no reafon to wonder, 
were they to fall into a ftate of infanity. It was kind, 
therefore, of Dr. W. to ‘ fhow his opinion', to pre¬ 
vent Paedobaptifts going on any longer at this extra¬ 
vagant rate. The intellefts of our oppofers, accord¬ 
ing to his reprcfentation, being frequently, through the 
amor argumentiy in fo deranged a ftate j had he not pub- 
lilhed a fober and (eafonable caveat againft their wild 
proceedings, they might, perhaps, in a little while, 
have quarrelled as much about the conclufion, as they 
have long done refpedting the premifes.—It is hard to 
conceive, however, that a number of authors, who are 
acknowledged to write, on other fubjecfts, with learn¬ 
ing, with prudence, and with acumen; ihould be con- 
fidered in their vindications of Psedobaptifm, as dif- 
carding common fenfe. For, of what elfe can they be 
guilty, who are fo enamoured of one topic as to reft the 
whole weight of their caufe upon it, and rejeft others 
that are equally, and perhaps more convincing ? This, 
doubtlefs, is not their mode of proceeding in other cafes. 
—As to the fingularconduft of Des Cartes, which 
is mentioned by our author, it has been Oenfured for 
its folly a thoufand times: nor have I obferved fo much 
as one inftance, in this controverfy, of a fimilar kind. 
No} Paedobaptifts in general, and efpecially Dr. W., 
are too keenly fenfible of their caufe needing every to¬ 
pic^ and every argument, that can be produced in its 

defence 
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defence; or they would never feek a fupport for it in 
the writings of Mofes, and of the Prophets.—I am, 
indeed, as willing to admit the weaknefs of their ar¬ 
guments, whetlier conlldered feparately, or taken in the 
aggregate, as any other perfon can be: yet, as to the 
generality of them, that infufficiency of argument 
Ihould be aferibed—^not to their want of learning, of 
prudence, or of acumen; no, nor to their being ena^ 
moured and tempted i-^huty rather, to a RADICAL ' 
fe£f in the caufe which they defend. 

I Ihall now lay before the reader an abftra<9: of diofe 
teftimonies, conceHions, inconfiftencies, and contra- 
di£f ions,which are found in the writings of ouroppofers, 
refpe£ting the right of infants to baptifm; as produ¬ 
ced more at large in my Padobaptifm Examined. 

No Precepty nor Precedentyfor Padobaptifmy in th 
New Tejlament. 

Under this particular, thirty one ‘competent and un- 
‘ exceptionable witnefles’ are quoted, whounanimoufly 
agree that there is neither exprefs precept, nor plain 
example, for Infant baptifm in the New Teftament. 
It further appears, by what one or another of them 
fays; That the palTages ufually produced for it, only 
prove that it is permitted, or not forbidden—That all 
thofe places where baptifm is commanded regard none 
but adults—That Paedobaptifm muft be fupported by 
analogy and^illation-That there is no inftance from 
which it nfay be incontrovertibly inferred, that any 
child was baptized by the A potties—That Infant 
baptifm retts on the fame foundation as diocefan epif- 
copacy—That Paedobaptifm is properly denominated 
a tradition —That though Paul baptized certain 
houfeholds, it is doubtful whether be ever praittifcd 

Pxdobaptifin 
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PiEdobaptifm; and very certain that the other Apof- 
aIcs did not baptize infants; bccaufe a fuppo/ition of 
their fo doing would infer a grofs abfurdity—'Fhat un¬ 
written truth, and tradition, are afucccdanciim ior ex- 
■prefs precept and plain example—Anu, uciipeifons 
have need of conridcrable pcnctiation, i.) iinJ a war¬ 
rant in Scripture for the avowal <.f i’aeuobaptifin. 

iVs Ev 'td, nice of Ptsdobaptifm before the latter end cf the 
ScLcnif or the heglvnur.{ of the Third Century. 

Under this article twelve ‘ competent and iniexccp- 
* tioJiable witnefles ’ are produced. Among whom, 
Sai-masil's, SuiCERUS, CuRCFtiJEtrs and Fcr- 
MF.Y, i'peak dirctSIy to the point. Ri' .-.Wi u '5 and 
VENRi'iA declare ft uncertain, whether T’.edohantifm 
was at all pradlifed before die time of Ti -t'cci i r • 
AN ; and the reft arc favourable to thidv d ■ ' f tiic 
cafe. 

fewlfh Prof lytc Baptipn. 

Fourteen ‘ competent and unexceptionab! e v.'itnefti>, 
are here produced: from one or another of whom v't 
learn, That the Jcwilh Profelytc b.-ptifin was ratiier 
a civil, than a religious rite—That the Rabbles them- 
felves were divided about the neceflify of it—I'hat 
its adminiftration was confined to profelytes, and to 
fuch children as were born prior to the incorporation 
of their parents with the Jewifli churejt—^'J'hat the 
earlieft accounts of this baptifm arc contained in the 
Talmuds—^That there is no evidence of luch a rite 
• being admini ftcred in the time of our Lord, but ftrong 
prefumptive evideixc to the contrary—Thatfuppofing 
there was a cuftom of this kind, it is unreafonablc to 
imagine that Chriftian baptilm was derived from it; 
becaufe it muft be confidered as totally deftitute of 

divine 
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divine authority, as a tradition of the fathers, and as very 
f.verdy ccnfurcd by our Lord—That it is abfurd toima- 
P^ine o.(r d-.ine I.egiflator fliould challenge whimfelf 
J 1 authority in heaven and on r^rf/?, when going tore- 
com'.ncntl a human invention, tlrat bad been annexed 
to an obfolete fyftem—/Vrid, therefore, that the deri¬ 
vation of Chriftiaii baptifn from the Jews, is deftitute 
of all probability, and a wild imagination. 

External Covenant. 

In oppofition to the notion of an external covenant, 
unvlcr the New CEcono-ny, thofe gre.at names, Vl- 
TRiNGA, Ventema, and I’refident Edwards, are 
produced. Confjqncnily, wc have three ‘competent 
‘ and unexceptionable witneiTes.’ , 

yewijh ,Circumdfion. 

Under this article fourteen ‘ competent and unex- 
‘ ceptionabie witne/ics’ make their appearance; by 
whom we are taught, That there arff various and 
great difparities between baptifm and circumcifionr— 
That fuppofing the analogy between them ever fo 
great, it would ftill be our duty to regard the inftitu- 
tion of baptifm: becaafe that analogy could not be 
produced by way of proof, but only as an illuftrrftjon 
of what is already proved by other mediums—That 
circumcifion did not reprefent baptifm: nor docs 
Scripture any where teach us that the latter fucceeoed 
to the placeof the former—I'hat admitting baptifm 
to have come in the place of circumcifion, it would 
not follow that the defign of each vv.as the fame—That 
we muft not accommodate the pofitive appointments 
of the New, to thofe of the Old 7'eftament; dae 
two Difpenfations being fo very different—And, that 
the Jewifli Profelyte baptifm, already confidcred, is 

a much 
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a much better foundation for Pasdobaptilin, than cir- 
cumcifion. 

Relative to particular Pajfages of Scripture. 

MATT.xxviii. 19. 

Under this capital text, we have twenty eight'■ cotR’^ 
* petent and unexceptionable witnefles;’ from whom 
we learn, That this paflage is of peculiar importance, 
in regard to the work of our Lord’s minifters— 
_ That the word ^«8»)r£U(r«T£ is to be confidered as 
a command to teach, in diftinflion from the aft of 
baptizing—^That jt*(x9>jT£U(rotT£ relates to inftruftion 
in the firft principles of Chriftianity, and hSaanomi 
to a more perfeft information in its doftrines, duties, 
and privileges—Thatdifciples here, and believers (in 
M^rk xvi. 15, 16,) are th? fame perfons—That the 
order appointed by Chrift is, firft to teach, then to 
baptize; and that ancient ecclefiaftical authors did fo 
underftand k—That flighting this order, is defpifing 
all rules of order—That a difciple cannot be made 
without teaching, and that it is inconfiftent widl the 
plain defign of the paflage to underftand it othermfe 
—That we have no example in the New Teftament 
of^any one being baptized before he was taught— 
That a regard to the credit of Infent baptifm, rather 
^jjan any thing in the term itfelf, has led many learned 
men to interpret the word jitaStiTniran, fo as to ex¬ 
dude the idea of inftruftion—And, that Chrift, in this 
paflage, fpeaks only concerning the baptifm of adults. 

Gen. xvii. 7. 

Relative to the fubjeft of this text, we have four- 
teen ‘ competent and unexceptionable witnefles}’ by 
whom we are taught. That the covenant of God 
with Abraham afcertained no fpiritual blefling to his 
carnal feed, as fuch—^Andthat, confidered merely 

as 
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as his natural defcendants, no promifes were made to 
them of a fpiritual nature. 

Ezsk. xv). 20, 21. 

By three ‘ unexceptionable witneffes' we are taught^ 
that the language of this text proceeds on the idea of 
that national covenant which Jehovah made with the 
Ifraelites at Mount Sinai; and of that conjugal rela¬ 
tion in which he ftood to the whole nation. 

Matt. xix. 14. 

Five ‘competent and unexceptionable witnefles* 
here offer their fervice; by whom we are infiarmed. 
That the little children, mentioned by the Evangelic 
were neither baptized by our Lord, nor by his Apoftles 
—That it is dangerous to the caufp of Paedobaptifmy 
to found it on the condu^ of Chrift, as here narrated 
—And, that infants were not baptized in thofe times. 

John iii. 5. 

Relative to this paflage four ‘ unexceptionable wit- 
•nefles’ (to whom a great number of others might 
have been added) bear teftimony, that baptifm is not 
intended by the term water. Becaufe the birth, con¬ 
cerning which our Lord fpeaks, is of a fpiritual nature; 
and therefore the word water muft not be underftood 
in a literal fenfe—Becaufe,were baptifm here defigned, 
none could be faved without it, any more than with¬ 
out the fandlifjnng influence of the Holy Spirit—Be¬ 
caufe baptifn^ is not the caufe of regeneration—Be¬ 
caufe it is not fuppofable that our Lord would fpeak 
to Nicodemus about baptifm, before he was taught 
the myfteries of the gofpel—.Becaufe thofe who un- 
derftand the term water in a literal fenfe, are obliged, 
in certain cafes, to depart from that interpretation— 
Baaufe Chrift, in the following verfes, mentions 
bemg born of thefpirit, without faying any more of 
water—Becaufe, had baptifm been intended, there 
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is no reafon to luppofe our Lord would have reproved 
Nicodemus as he did, for his ignorance of it—And,^ 
therefore, the term water muft be-underftood in a 
myftical lenie, or as denoting the regenerating a- 
•gency of the Holy Spirit. 

Acts ii. 39. 

Relative to this text, eight '■ competent and unex- 

* ceptionable witnefles’ teftify. That the promtje in¬ 
tended, .is the Holy Spirit, or his extraordinary gifts— 
•That the term children, fignifies poiierlty—That 
repentance and a reception of Chrift, are necellary 
to an enjoyment of tire blelEngs promifed—And, that 
the argument formed on this palTagc, in defence of 
Infant baptifin, is very inconclullve j of no force y 
and good for nothing. 

Acts xvi. 15, 33. , i Cor. i. 16. 

Here we are tauglit, by /even ‘ unexceptioixihle 

* witneires,’^,,Thatit is uncertain whetlier there were 
any infants in the hoafeholds which are mentioned— 
That if there were, it afFords no folid foundation to 
conclude upon their being baptized—That the houfe- 
hold of Lydia was inftruded in the Chriftain faith— 
T^jat the whole femily of the jailor were brought to 
a pious confent, and were unanimous in embracing 
the gofjie]—That all the members of the family of 
Stephanas were adlive in promoting die good of their 
brethren—That the argument from foefe pallages 
affords a bare probability only, in favour of Inhmt 
baptifin—And, that it is unreafonaWe to conclude the 
Apoftles baptized infants, merely becaufe the ordi- 
nance was adminiftered to houfeholds. 

Rom. xi. 16. 

Undei' this article we have Jix ‘ unexceptionable 
*wkneffes,’ fromwhom we learn i That, by the frj} 

fruity. 
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fruit., the Apoftles and primrtive difciples of our 
Lord are meant; and, by the root., the firft patriarchs 
of the Jewifh nation—And, that Paul confideied the 
Jews who then believed, as a happy token of the 
future converfion of that people; at which time the 
branches fhould become holy, like the firft fruits and 
root. 

I CoR. vii. 14. 

Relative to this remarkable paflage, we have 
eighteen ‘ competent and unexceptionable witnefles,’ 
by whofe teftimonics we are taught; That the fanc- 
tification of the unbelieving hulband, relates entirely, 
to matrimonial commerce—That the holinefs of the 
children is not of an external kind, arifing from an 
external CEcoiiomy; the; New Covenant being alto¬ 
gether fpi ritual and internal—That the holinefs in¬ 
tended is legitimacy—That no holinefs is here aferib- 
ed to the children, which does not agrSe to the un¬ 
believing parent—And, that this paflage affords no 
argument for Infant baptifm. 

Jpojiolic Tradition. 

Here we have fourteen ‘ unexceptionable witnefles,* 
who depofe; 'Fhat the pretence of tradition is a happy 
expedient, in favour of thofe who wifh to retain uil- 
fcriptural rites in the worfhip of God—That fome of 
the firft Fathers who pleaded apoftolic tradition, ftand 
convi(fted of*error—That were an ecclefiaftical cuf- 
tom, but a fifw centuries after the Chriftian tera com¬ 
menced, to be confidcred as an apoftolical praftice, 
barely on a traditional ground; we muft adopt a va¬ 
riety of ceremonies which all Proteftants have agreed 
to rejeft—That the conduift of Roman Catholics in 
rd'ufing to acknowledge their errors, except the time 

when, 
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v^en, and the peribns by whom, they were intro¬ 
duced, be pointed out, is grofsly abfurd—And, that 
there is no pretence of tradition, relating to all the in¬ 
fants of Chriftian parents being baptized, in the early 
ages of the church; but that the contrary is manifeft. 

Infant Baptifm, and Infant Communion, compared. 

Relative to this article we have fifteen ‘ unexcep- 
* tionable witnefl'es;’ and omitting various other par¬ 
ticulars contained in my long quotation from Mr. 
James Peirce, they teftify, That the Lord’s fup- 
per was anciently given to infants—-That this cuftom 
lirft prevailed in the African churches—That it be¬ 
came general—That there is no exprefs mention of 
Iniant baptifm, before that of Infant communion— 
That the praiSlice of giving the holy fupper to in¬ 
fants, originated in a mifunderftanding of John the 
fixth and fifty-third—That it followed immediately 
on their being baptized—That, in refpeil of legal 
right, the two pofitive ordinances cannot be fepa- 
rated—That, in the ancient church, baptifm and the 
Lord’s Supper were never feparated, with regard to 
the fubjefts—That the Lord’s fupper was efteemed 
neteflary to the falvation of infants—That.when they 
were fick it was privately adminiftered to them, as to 
adults in a fimilar fituation—That Infant commu¬ 
nion was the general pra£tice, all over the Chriftian 
world, for fix hundred years; and, among the Bohe¬ 
mians, it continued till near the time of the Refor¬ 
mation—That the doftrine of tranfubftantiation was 
the occafion of its being laid afide in the Latin 
church—That Paul feems to refer to this cuftom, in 
his firft Epiftle to the Corinthians, the feventh, and 
the fourteenth—rThat no objeftion can be made 
4 againfl: 
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againft it, which will not lie with equal force againft 
Infant baptifm—And, that one half of the Chriftians 
now in the world continue the pradice of giving the 
holy fupper to infant#. 

Such are the teftimonies and conceffions, from 
eminent Paedobaptift writers, which are contained in 
Padobaptifm Examined! Great, indeed, mull be the 
light of evidence, and the force of truth, to extort fo 
many things of this kind from fuch numbers of 
our moll learned oppofers! I faid, Light of evidence., 
and force of truth : for, by the nature of the cafe, 
and by the examples before adduced, we are fully 
authorized fo to coniider the fadh The reader, how¬ 
ever, will judge for himfelf, whether thefe eminent 
Pasdobaptifts were induced to record the preceding 
particulars, by their being enamoured with certain 
topics of argument, and by their being tempted to 
difeard others, as Dr. W. pretends ? 0 r, whether 
their condudl proceeded on a rational principle, and 
from a deliberate regard, according to the bell of their 
views, to truth and hidl ? 

If, notwithllanding, it Ihould bc found neceflary to 
confider the authors concerned as enamoured fcd 
tempted, even to a logical mania ; the following par¬ 
ticulars, immediately relative to the principal ground 
of Pasdobaptifm, will afford additional evidence of that 
difeafe. With Cyprian, the principal ground feems 
to have been, a fuppofed univerfality of divine grace. 
With Austin, the fiith of the church. With the 
Church of England, the faith of fponfors. With 
a New England synod, chunh-memberjhip. With 
Beza, federal holiuefs. With Mr. Baxter, the 
faith of parents. With Mr, Henry, a profeffon of 

faith 
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faith by the parents. With others, the faith c^piotis' 
ancejtm. With Witsius, Vitringa, Venema, 
and many more, a relative Jlate of grace. With Bp. 
Prideaux and Heidegger, \nfants poflefEng the 
faith of the covenant^ though not the faith cove¬ 
nantees. With Luther, Poliandrus, Rivetus, 
Walrus, Thysius, Buddeus, and Dr. Good¬ 
win ; the faith of the infants themfelves^ without re¬ 
curring to the foregoing diftin(Sion. With Cha- 
mierus, not the aftual belief of infants, but their 
being, in a certain refpeff, believers. With Calvin, 
Melanchton, Chemnitius, the Lutheran and 
the French churches, in genera]; infants having faith 
and repentance infemine. With Dr. Priestley, his 
own profejfton of 'Chriftianity. With J. L. Faeri- 
cius, and fome others, (if the parents be heterodox;) 
the requifition of the magijlrate. With Dr. Ham¬ 
mond, ^vs^.fewijh profelyte bathing. Witli Sir 
Norton Knatchbull, Jcwijh circumcifwi. Fi¬ 
nally, Dr. W. lays a capital ftrefs on the capacity and 
MORAL qualifications of infants*; of which more 
particular notice will be taken in the following 
pages.—Similar differences, though not lb numerous, 
attend their views relative to this queftibn; TVIjofe 
infants are to be baptized f ? which, to avoid prolixity, 

I forbear to particularize. 

Well, reader, what think you of th^e teftimonies 
and conceffions, refpeding the common topics'of ar¬ 
gument for Infant baptifmWhat think' you alfo of 
other teftimonies and conceffions, relative to fome of 

* See thefe particulars more at large, and the authoriries for 
them, in PeeMap. Exam. Vol. 11 . p. 491—499; f See 
Ptedobap. Exam. Vol, 11 . p. 48 7—491. 


thofe 



Chap, in.] not Anfwered by Dr. W. 
thofe principles on which we oppofe it? Has Dr. W 
given ‘ a full reply’ to the argument formed upon 
them ? Or, is it not fuch a reply as Roman Catholics 
might eafily make, and with equal propriety, to a 
fimilar argument againft the Papal infallibility, the 
nocfrine of tranfubftantiation, the mutilation of the 
■Lord’s fupper, or any other article againft which 
their own teftimonies and conceftions are pleaded by 
Proteftants ?—Again: What think you of thofe in- 
confiftencies and contradidlions, into which our moft 
eminent oppofers have fallen, rcfpetfting the principal 
ground of Paedobaptifm ? Muft we confider them as- 
proceeding from a fet of learned inamoratocs^ that 
were intoxicated with the love of tiifterent topics, and 
in a ftate of ftrong temptation ? Or ought they to be 
viewed as refulting from an effenticil defeat in the caufe 
efpoufed by thofe refpedlable authors ; and from their 
being impelled, by the neceffities of fhc cafe, to 
icafon upon moral, and analogical grounds ? 

But, in order to evade the confequence naturally 
flowing from thefe numerous and ftrong incoiififten- 
cies among Paedobaptifts, my opponent interrogates, 
as follows. ‘ Can he [Mr. B.] fuppofe, that his ky- 
‘ pothefis muft needs pafs for true, becaufe he finds a 
‘ difaffreement among other authorsr’ No; he con- 
fiders the truth of his hypothefis, as depending on 
divine preccpfz.n(!i apojiolic example: not on the dif- 
agreemeut of Jiis oppofers, flagrant as it is. But he ' 
cannot forbear to conclude, notwithftanding, that tlic 
violent and multiplied inconfiftencies among Ptedo- 
baptifts when defending their common caufe, arc the 
ftrongeft prefumptivc evidence that their hypothefis 
is falfe.—Our author, in anfwer to his own queftion, 
adds: ‘Were this mode of arguing admitted, v/ith 
‘ what eafe might the Quakers confute tltc Pxdobap- 

F 
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* lifts and Antipaedobaptifts alike; die Paptfts our 

* Proteftant principles; and Deifts our common 

* Chriftianity*.’ When Dr. W. ‘takes another 
‘ turn' with us, and proves this, I will give up the 
argument. Meanwhile, it may be obferved, that the 
inftances produced are far from anfwering his purpoie. 
For it is not merely a difagreement among Psedobap- 
tift authors, that I plead; but a palpable and notori¬ 
ous difagreement among them, refpefting the foun¬ 
dation of that religious rite for the praiSlice of 
which they all contend. But by what arguments can 
my opponent prove, that cither the Baptifts, or the 
Paedobaptifts, are equally divided about the grounds 
rf the perpetuity of baptifm, when diljniting with 
Quakers; as our^oppofers are, with regard to the 
true grounds of Infant fpriltkling By what means 
will he evince, tiiat Proteftants are equally incon- 
liftent, refpfdling the grand principles on which they 
proceed, in vindicating their fecclSon from the 
Church of Rome ? Or, how fliall he make it appear, 
that ‘ our common Chriftianity’ is defended againft 
Deifts, on principles that are equally different, ineon- 
ji(j:ent, and cojitradiftory, with thofe on which Ptedo- 
baptifm is maintained by its moft learned friends? So 
far as I have obferved, whether fenfiblc and learned 
writers undertake to defend the perpetuity of baptifm 
againft the Qiiakers; Proteftantifm, againft the Pa- 
pifts ; or Chriftianity, againft Infidels*; they are fure 
to unite, if they aft finccrely, in adopting fame of the 
lame general principles of argumentation; and when 
reafoning with Quakers, or with Papifts, in pleading 
many of the fame fcriptural texts, as being direftly to 
their purpofe. Yes, in each of thefe cafes, there are 
fome principles of argument, and various paflages of 


* Vol. I. 324. 
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Scripture, fo direifly and obvioufly pertinent, that i 
fenfible author can fcarcely foil to avail himfelfcrf' 
them: and tliis, I, prefume, Dr. W. cannot but 
know. 

Here, therefore, I will borrow the confident lan¬ 


guage of my opponent, and ‘ challenge,’ not only 
him, but ‘ the whole corps’ of Pasdobaptifts, to pro¬ 
duce an inftance of equal difagreement among Pro- 
teftants, refpefting the mediums of proof, where the 
fame general cbnclufion is intended by each difputant. 
That a number of authors, however judicious or. 
pious, when writing in defence of a doctrine, 'or of a 
duty, fhould not univerfally think all tlic fxme topics 
of argument, or all the fame texts of Scripture, ap¬ 
plicable to the fubjedt before them, there is no rcafon 
to wonder; but, then, in every other i'lftance among 
the Reformed, that I have obf-rred, they cordially 
agree in confidcring fa.nc’ particular arguine;its, and 
June pafTages of Scripture, as frcpcrly belonging to the 
of difcujfton. Thus it is with tiie F.nglifh 
Baptifts, in regard to their difliiigiiKhing fentinient 
and pradlice. 'i'hey perfedtly agree, fo far as I liave 
remarked, in applj-iag many declaratiwis and fects 
recorded in the New Tcft.iment, as direyily in pointy 
with reference to the mode, the fihjei'i:, and the 
de/ign of baptifm.—Here, however, we have an iii- 
ftance of a fipgular kind. Pxdobaptifm is the article 
to be defended, by a number of learned men; each of 
whom glows with zeal for its honour and fafety. 
But, behold ! fonie of them difeard one topic of ar¬ 
gument, and feme rejedl another; thefe except againft 
an application of that facred text, and thofe explain this 
in fuch a manner as is quite foreign to the fubjccl i 
until all the premifes are frittered away, and nothing 
fepiams in which they are all agreed, behdes a naked 
F 2 eanclufwn ; 
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amlufion : which conclufion, ncverthdefs, muft either 
be .vrorded with caution, or you cannot have the p!ea- 
fure of feeing them quite unanimous. For though 
multitudes endeavour to prove Paedobaptifm highly 
neceflary, and though moft of them coafider it in the 
light of parental duty, on the behalf of infants; yet o- 
thers, and among them the great Vitringa, plead 
merely for the lawfulnefs of it, or that there is no harm 
in it A conclufion therefore in which they would 
all "agree, muft be thus cxprefl’cd: Pcedohuptlfm is law¬ 
ful. Or, There is no evil in baptizing infants. If you 
' pulh for a general conclufion one ftep further, they 
vary in their judgment—they divide—they quarrel a- 
mong themfelves: or, as my opponent, from the 
Monthly Reviewers, elegantly expreftesit, they 
are ‘ together liy the ears. ’ i may therefore adopt the 
following language of a celebrated genius; ‘How 
‘ happy it is to have to do with people that will talk 
‘ pro and con ! By this means you furnifli me with 
‘ all I wanted, which was to make you confute your- 
‘ felvcsf.’ 

Relative to Pxdobnptifnjonc thing however is plain; 
There muft be a capitaldeje£l fnmewhere. Thatde- 
feiSt muft lie, either in the rite iifclf, or in the defenders 
of it. Either the caufe of our oppofers muft be funda¬ 
mentally bad, or it muft have fallen into bad hands—!■ 
hands that ought, by no me,ms, to have been trufted 
with a goo'd caufe.—^Dr. W. is firmly perfuaded that 
Padobaptifm is a caufe perfeSily good', bus admits, to a 
, certain degree, that it has been man.aged by its defen¬ 
ders in a very imprudent manner. I'his, according 
to him, was pai tly owing to their being lb unhappily 

*Ohfcr'Vai. S,tc. Tom. I. L. ii. C. vji. § 9. f M. Pas- 
C.vl’s Letters relating to the Jefuits, Vol. II. Lett. xv. 
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enamourei^mi fo frequently tempted, Where.as he con- 
fiders our caufe as effentially had ; yet neither produces 
evidence, nor preteijds to any, of the Baptifts quarrel-, 
ling about their ; nor yet, of their being (oenamured 

ivith fome /op/rr, however good, as to be under aftrong 
tempiat'ion to rejeiSl: others of equal value: even though, 
in certain cafes where baptifin is not concerned, he re- 
prefent them as dilTering among themlelves more than 
any other fet of religious profciibrs. 

Whence, then, in defending each refpedlive caufe, 
can this amazingly different conduct proceed ? That 
our conduit, in this refpeit, is the more platijible^ al| 
the world will acknovelcdge. JJoes it refnlt, then, 
from fuperior learning, or parts, or piety ? To fuch fu- 
periority we advance no claim: nor, if we did, would 
it be admitted by Dr. W. Is it bccaufe, in managijig 
the controverfy, we are more cautious, and bellow 
more labour upon it, than our oppofers d® ? But, were 
this admitted, it would be a prefumptive evidejice, 
that we furpafs them in parts and prudence; to which 
we are as far from pretending, as my opponent would 
be from granting. Is it, then, that an clTeiuially bad 
caufe is more likely to be defended, by a numb»r of 
authors, in a conlillent manner, than one that is per- 
fedlly good ? To aflert any fuch thing, would be to' 
infult the human underllanding. Nay, were I to al- 
lirm it, Dr. "W- himfelf would be the firft to pronounce 
me tnarmuredy tempted,, or infane.—For thofe afto- 
nilhing Inconfiltencies and contradidlions among the 
molt eminent Pacdobaptifts, relative to the principal 
ground of their pradlice, who, then, can account;. ex¬ 
cept on a fuppofition, that Infant fprinkling has m 
foundation in Scripture ? This, and nothing Ihort of 
this, will account for the fa<St. 

That my conclufion from thofe inconfiltencies is 

F 3 not 
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not arbitrary, or fitted taerely to ferve an hypothefis, 
will plainly appear, if the condu( 9 : of polemical writers, 
in fimilar cafes, be duly confidered. Of this I will 
produce a few examples, relative 'to different fubjeds 
of debate; and firft from the Popifh controverfy. Is 
Papal infallibUity the objei 3 : oppofed by Proteftants ? 
Dr. Hascasd fays, ‘ They [the Roman Catholics] are 
‘ at war among themfelves, where this infallibility is 
‘ lodged} either in the Pope alone, or in a general coun- 
^ cil alone, or in both together, the Pope fitting in per- 

* fon there, or by his legates, or in the council con- 
‘ firmed by the Pope. Till they agree among them- 

* SELVES, and prove it better^ wc fay it is no where 

* placed but in the Scriptures*.’■—Dr. Maurice: 

* One of the greatefthindcrances of our beliefjbf infalli- 

* bility is, to fee, that thofe who affirm that fuch a pri- 

* vilege belongs to their Church, cannot agree where 
‘ to place it. Some are for the Ptipe, fome for a ge- 

* neral council,’ and fo on. ‘ licw ivhihthe Romanijis 

* are difagreed about their infallible judge, how can we 
^believe that they have any\?' —Bp. StrAtfoRd: 

* The Romanifts cannot agree amongthemfelves about 

* th?, fubjcil of this inf^libility; but if you aik them 
« where, or in whom it is feated ? They anfwer with 

* confufion of language, like that of Babel; yet they all 

* agree in this. That they have it fomewhere J.’—Dr. 
Freeman ; ‘ They are fure they have [infallibility,] 

* though they know not where to find it §.’ 

Is it the doiStrine oi tranfubjlantiatioh? a name- 
Uis Proteftant fays: ‘ In this faith [of the holy fupper] 

* we are confirmed, not only by thofe unanfwerablc 

* proo^ which our writers have given ;~butRlfo from thofe 

• Preferv. againft Poperv, Title I. p. i. f Ibid. Title iv, 
p.. 15. 1 Preferv. againji Papery, Title i. p. 41. § Ibid. 

THU 111 . p. *». 
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»irreconcilable differences which this error has thrown 

* thewritersoftheChurchofRomeinto. InefFeiftjWefind 

* every party expofing the falfenefs and impoflibility of 
« everyone’s hypothtfis but his own. Their greateft men 
‘ confefs the uncertainty of their own proofSyThat there 

* h not in Scripture any formal proof of tranfuhjlantia^ 

‘ tion —And here, who canchoofe but admire 

*■ er of truth ? That after fo many outcries againfl: us* 
‘ foroppofing a doftrine which they would make the 
‘ world believe it is as clear as if it were written with 
‘ a ray of the fun; after fo many anathcm is againft us 

* for heretics and fchifmatics, and ten thoufaiitl repeti- 

* tions of their great Scriptum ejly This is my hotly ; they 
‘ Ihould at laft be forced to confefs, that they are not, 

* eannoty nor are ever like to be agreed in the explica- 

* tion of them—We hOpe that thefe declarations have 

* been permitted by God to fall from the greateft and 

* moft efteemed of their church, not onlj to cotifirm us 

* in our faith, but alfo to prepare the way for their re- 

* turn to that catholic truth from which they have fo 

* long erred 

Again: Is it the facrifice of the mafs ? Mr. Payke 
fays, * They are moft fadly nonplufled, and moft ex- 

* tremely divided among themfelves, about the efience 

* of this their facrifice of the mafs, and wherein they 
‘ fhould place the true facrificial a<ft— Their difference! 

* about the proper facrificial aft,— do^ with goodfuc- 
*■ cefs^ dejlroy one another's notion of it } andfo^ taken U~ 
^ gether^ dejlroy the thing itself f’.— Isitthefa- 
crament of penance? Mr. Gee fays, ‘ The Doftors of 

* the Church of Rome,—^are indeed, agreed thus far, 

* that there is a facrament of penance; but arc, not- 

• Hxt'ojit. of DoH. of Chtnch of p. 56, 57, t?. 

See Popery Confuted by Pupifts,p. 59. t Pitfetv. againft PO' 
perj, Tide vi. p. 78, 79. . . „ 
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. ‘ Withflanding, at mighty difputes- among thoinfehfuas 
^ well about the nature, as the form of this the/r - fo 
‘ much contended for facrament of penance —^Is it 
tile 'worfl)tf of images ? Abp. W^ke, addreffing hun- 
•fclf to a Roman Catholic, fays; ‘ It may not be amifs 

* to obferve, what great diverjity of opinions there has 

* been in ftating of that worlhip which is paid by you 

* to images; and v/hat difficulty you have found to de- 
‘ fend your pradVice againft that charge of idolatry we 

* have fo juftly brought againft you upon the account 

* of it. How the caution of fome, and the diftindlions 

* of others ainongft you, have been branded by the reft, 

‘ as fcandalous and erroneous; and are forced to abjure 
‘ as heretical, what others have fet up as the only true 
‘ expofition and reprefentation of the Church’s fenfe, 

* And this you will give me leave the'railier to remark, 

* becaufc you are fo often pleafed to rcfledl upon our 
‘ divijions ; which yet are neither fo frequent, nor fo 

* dangerous, as among you f—^Is it extreme un 5 iion?t 
Dr. Clacett fays, ‘ How well foever they may a- 
‘ gree in the prahice of extreme undlion in the Ro.. 

* man Church; yet, as to the doiirine of it, their moft 

* celebrated writers have fallen fo foully one againfl an- 
‘ ether ^ that to know what it is from them, would coft 

* more pains than the thing is wortli f.—Is it the Pa-» 
pal peculiarities in general? Bp. Stratford fays, 

* The learned Remanifts are divided among themfelves 

* in all thofe points of dodlrine, in which th«.y are divid- 

* ed from Proteftants ||.’ Hence Proteftant writers 
have proceeded, article by article, to confute them out 
of their own authors §. I may, therefore, conclude 
this particular with the admonition of Mr. Bramp- 

• Ibid. Title. VII. p. 15. t Title. IX .p. zi, 
J JW. Title. VII; p. 57. II li/V. Title V. p. 37. § Kiri. 

Title X. p. 51.—56. i>iclivuivmy Lynot’% Popery Confuted 
fy Papifts, paiFim. 
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STON ; which, mutatis mttandis^ will here apply. * I 

* {hall only admonilh fuch /cripturifts as thefe, of thcfe 

* two things, and fo*leave them to a more impartial rc- 
‘ hedlion on their own caufe. Firft, Tbat it is very 
‘ requifitc they Jheuld agree among themseives 
‘ about this text of Scripture., before they lay fuch Jirefs 
‘ and weight upon it, in fo important a point as an ar^ 

* tide of faith. Secondly, That they would remember., 

‘ that they are not only Protejlants, but thofe of their 
‘ OWN ORDER, which thus tejlify againjl them, how 
‘ Jhamefulh thefe have abufed and diflorted this plain 
‘ Scripture 

Similar conduft is obferved by learned men in other 
cafes. Thus, for example, Mr. J. Owen, relative to 
diocefan Epifcopacy: ‘ It feemeth no fmall prejudice 
‘ to the diocefan caufe, that the grand patrons of it fo 
‘ extremely differ among thcmfelves, and cqnnot agree u- 
‘ bout the foundations of it f’. Thus alfo Mr. B. 
Bennet: ‘ The Proteftants—many of them, are for 
‘ fetting up an ccclefiaftical authority, both for detcr- 
‘ mining articles of faith, and modes of worfliip; but 
‘ neither are they agreed where to place it—Now, ipe- 
‘ thinks, it is no fmall prejudice agaiiifl: this aulb.ority, 
that we are fo much at a lofs inhere to find it — 
Mr. Horbery, when confuting Mr. Whiston, re¬ 
lative to the Duration of future Punijhmetit, fays ; 

‘ Our adverfafies themfelves, one or other of them,/^f£?r 
‘ tejiimony tO‘the truth of all [our principles,] or moft 
‘ of them; as might be proved, if that Was n-ceffary, 

‘ from their own plain eoncefilons —Thofe of them who 
‘are for retrieving matters in the intermediate ftatc, 

‘ are confuted by others—In all thefe points, though it 

* be none of my bufinefs to reconcile them, it were to 

• tJtfupra,T\x\e VIII. p. 132. f Tdeniamen Evangebcunt, 
Preface. | Irenicum, p. 3c, ^t. ^ 
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be wiflied that our rejlorcrs [Mr. Whiston and o- 
‘ thers] would come to fome good agreement *’among 
themfelves.—Thus Dr. Owen, When reafoning a- 
gainft the Jews: ‘ They know not what to fix upon, 

* nor wherewith to relieve themfelves. Although they 

* all aim at the fame end, yet what one embraceth an- 
‘ other condemns—^For error is no where ftableorcer- 

* tain, but fluftuates like the iflc of Delos, beyond the 

* Ikill of men or devils to give it a fi:<ation y’. Stap- 
TERUs alfo fpeaks to the fame effeft, when oppofing 
the JewsJ.—Finally, thus Mr. William Jones, 
refpecting a commonly received principle of natural 
philofophy: ‘ Is it not enough to difeompofe the 

* mufcles of an herrdit, to fee men thus notor 'toujly con- 

* tradiSiing one another, and all gravely pretending to 
,* authority and demonftration §?’ 

By the various iiiftances here adduced, to which 
many others might have been added, it is incontro- 
vertibly evident, I hat if any fet of writers, maintain¬ 
ing the fiimc conclufion, contradidl one another, with 
regard to the foundation of their hypothefis ; thofe of 
a contrary fentiment have fuilicient reafon to conclude, 
that the dogma or pradlice, has no folid ground on 
which to reJl: and fucli is the inference of polemical 
authors, in all cafes of this kind.—Tiiough it is not 
unlikely that Roman Catholics, and others, to whom 
the authors juft produced advert, might be a little em- 
barrafl'ed by ‘ the very number ofprefumptive grounds * 
on which to argue j and though, it is probable, that 
fome of them were enamoured With certain topics, and 
tempted to rcjedl otaers that were equally good j yet 


• Enquiry hl.i the Dcfl. of F, /lure p. joo, 209, 

jio. t On EpiJI. to the lieb. Vol. II. Excrri'.at. iii. § 6. p. 30. 
+ rbfolor Fo/nr. fip. xi. § 304. § Fjfn on the 

lipti of Nat. Pbilofiy iry, ]). U. Chap, iu, p. iJ4. 
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not a grain of allowance was made, nor the lea/l fa¬ 
vour (hown to their caiife, on that account. Nay, I 
do not recollefl any author, beiidcs Dr. W., that ever 
attempted to vindicate his caufc, againft a charge of 
thiTkii'.u, by a fimilar pica. Either, therefore, wc 
mull ci;iii'idcr the embarrajfmcnt arihng from a num¬ 
ber of prefumptive proofs, the filling deeply in lave 
with certain topics, and the being tempted to rcjcdl 0- 
thers, as a polemical difeafe/)t’f?r//V7r to P.-edobaptifls, 
when defending Infant fprinltling ; or die, in this con¬ 
duit of my opponent, Piedobaptifm itfelf mult be con- 
fidered as crying for mercy. —But whatever may be 
thought of our author’s vciy lingular procedure, with 
reference to this affair; 1 vrill,^ for once, adopt his 
martial ftyle, and ‘ challenge the whole corps ’ of Ps- 
dobaptifts to produce an example of equal inconf.ften- 
cics and contradiftions, among Protellants, on any 
theological fubjeil. Nor do I thinic jt could be ex¬ 
ceeded, by any inflance producible from the writings 
of Roman Catholic authors. 

Why, then,—in the name of juft artmm(;ntation,and 
of common fenfe—why may not we have the fame li¬ 
berty as all other controverlialifts have, in lim.ilar 
cafes r For, that Pmdobaptifls are notirioufly inconfilt- 
entwith themfelvcs,an(i that, with regard to the Font.’- 
DATiON of their practice, th'y freciuenlly cont'adidt 
one another muft be acknowlcd'red. Exc-pt, there¬ 
fore, Paedobaptifm pofl'efs the cxclufivc privilege of not 
being oppofed on this ground, the conclufion, I hat It 
has no fcriptural foundation, is unavoidable.—But as 
Dr. W., on a different branch of the fiihjeel, even 
when in his eftimatien there was no occafion for it, 
ref'lved to take another turn with us ; and as he can 
eafily ‘confront, break, and rout’ a whole ‘ phalanx ’ 
of arguments j it may be expeited that he will again 
F 6 ‘ anfwer 
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‘ anfwer his part, and ftiow his opinion,’ fo as to ref- 
cue Paedobaptifm from the opprobrium of its moft 
learned friends contradidiing one another, with refer¬ 
ence to the foundation on which it ftands. 

But there is another particular, which muft not be 
overlooked, relating to my quotations from the writ¬ 
ings of our fellow Proteftants, called Qiiakers: to 
■which Dr. W., in his ‘ full reply, ’ has not paid tlie 
leaft attention. The following is an abftradt of their 
declarations, teftimonies, and verdiiSl, relative to the 
original mode and fubjedl of baptifm. 

Concerning the Mode of Baptifm. 

They alfert, That the word baptifm fignifles im- 
merfton—That the firft adminiftrators pradlifed ac¬ 
cordingly—That if fprinkling had been the iiiftitution, 
the Clreeks had their rhaniifmds-, but dipping being ap¬ 
pointed, was ufcd in divine law—That fprink¬ 

ling is neither baptifm, nor walhing—That there is 
neither precept nor precedent for fprinkling—That 
the contrail between baptifm, and the rite that is now 
pradtifed, is like that between the waves of Jordan, and 
the water in a portable bafin—That fprinkling of in¬ 
fants ;s a human invention—That fprinkling is called 
baptifm, to keep it in countenance—^That John the 
Baptiji, is John the Dipper —And that the author of 
fprinkling was, not Chrift, nor the Apofllcs,but Cy- 

FRIAN. 

Concerning the Subjefi of Baptifm. 

They maintain, That, in the primitive times, 
thofe who were adult, and had faith to entitle them 
to the ordinance, were baptized : but, Tlrat the bap¬ 
tifm of infants, has neither precept, nor example, in 
the New Teilament—That it is utterly deftitute of 
any proof of divine inftitution—That it depends on 
prefumptive arguments, uncertain confequcnccs, and 

mere 
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mere fuppofitions—That it was not known for.two 
hundred years after Chrift—That it fprang up in the 
night of apoftacy, after the church had fallen away 
from the primitive*order—'I'hat it is a mere human 
invention—That it is an unfcriptural tradition, both 
human, and Popifh—That equal evidence may be 
produced forinfant communion, as for Infant baptifm— 
And, that it ought to be baniflied from the church*. 
—Such is the teftimony of thirteen writers, belong¬ 
ing to the denomination of Quakers; on which I 
would make a few remarks. 

As the number of thefc authors is confiderabic, fo 
fome of them are truly refpedlable for their learning 
and parts: and they all unite in bearing witnefsagainft 
Infant fprinkling. Nay, were twenty more authors 
of the fame denomination confultcd upon the fubjedt,. 
there is no reafon to doubt but they would concur in 
awarding the caufe to us.— Tht fe waiters muft be 
confidered, not only as capable judges, but alfo as 
quite impartial in bearing their tertimoy. For their 
own fentiments refpedfing baptifm are not in the leaft 
affedted by the decifion of this difputc. No; whe¬ 
ther Infant fprinkling was appointed by Chrift,.and 
pradtifed by his Apoftles ; or whether immcrfion, on 
a profeffion of faith, was the original inftitiite and the 
primitive pradtice; the Q^iakcrs are equally uncon¬ 
cerned, as tp their own prijiciples and their own con- 
dudl. Befides, however much the P;edobaptifts whom 
I have quoted may ftand fufpedfed by Dr. W. of be- 
ing difproportionately enamoured with topics, and of 
being tmpted to adt at random, as tempted inamora- 

* See thefe and otjier particulars in the quotations at l.irgc, 
PiVdohnp.Exam. Vol. I. p. 66, 67, 6S, 69, 224. Vol. II. p. 
12, 13, 14, 82, 83, 249, 230, 2S2, 339, 360, 361, 3S0, 
462, 463. 
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toes .ufually d;); yet for the honour of candour and 
of con ii, ion fcniL*, it may be prefumed, that he will 
ncitlier impeach the intellects, nor the fmccrity of 
thtfe authors, on account of the vcrdicl which they 
have given.—Impartiality, therefore, muft allow, 
that the harmonious attellation of fo m:my writers, 
who fpeak without predilection and without prejudice, 
is a very ftrong prefumptivc evidence in our favour. 
For no Baptift in the kingdont can be more decided 
in his judgment, that Infant fprinkliug was neither 
appointed by our Lord, nor pradiifed by h.is Apoflles, 
than the Qiiakers are; and diUt without a ilngle ex¬ 
ception occurring to my obfervation.—Yea, fo ftrong- 
ly in our favour is the united teiliinony of thefe honeft 
Friends, that, if I be not under a grofs iniftake, 
neither my opponent himfelf, nor ‘ the whole corps’ of 
Paidobaptifts, can confront us with a fimilar inilance 
of equal numbers, and of equally manifeft impar¬ 
tiality, as having no hypothefis to ferve by fpeaking 
decidedly on this controverfy. If fuch an example, 
however, fhould be produced againft us, either by 
Dr. W., or by any other Pcedobaptift, 1 will imme¬ 
diately, on being informed of it, give up the topic as 
impertinent. Y’et were I not firn\ly perfuaded that 
no fuch inftance can be produced, and that the Bap- 
tifts are tolerably free from a dangerous polemical 
difeafe, which, according to my opponent, has long 
prevailed among the Pardobaptifts; 1 (hould certainly 
have been very cautious of making any prdmife of that 
kind. Becaufe it might have given Dr. W. rcafon to 
exult and fay; ‘Mr. B. is difproportionately ena- 
« moured with fome argument, or other—^Is mani- 
« feftly tempted to furrender one of his topics—^has 

* caught the controverfial complaint that rages among 

* Paedobaptifts—^and is become like one of us.’ 


To 
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To ilhiftrate the propriety of drawing an inference, 
very ftrongly in our favour, from the unanimous 
voice of Qiiakcrs; X will add a quotation or two from 
learned wi iters, when difputing on fubjc6ts of a dif¬ 
ferent kind, 'fhas, then, Dr. IIascard, when 
contending with Roman Catholics: ‘ We have ma- 
‘ ny and imparlhil on tnir fule, thr.t our reli- 

‘ gion i’= pure and old Chriltiani;’/. 'I’he particular 
‘ Church of Rome—refufjs to he nied hy any other 
‘church;—yet we that arc ceitain and fare of the 
‘ truth of our religion, though not inLUihle, dare ap- 
‘ peal to the judgrne-r.t of ojicr ChrilFian churches.’ 
‘ 7 ’he Greek Church ondemns tin ir half communi- 
‘ on,the dodtrines ol purgatory,merit’—and fo on’*.— 
Thus alfo Dr. Wate’iland, in oppofition to Ari- 
anifm: ‘You bring your Sviintuie-nroofs; and I 
‘produce mine. You have ycnir folutions of fuch 
‘ difficulties as I prefs yen with; 1 have folnrions too, 
‘ and fuch to be fure, as I thi:ik founder, better, and 
‘jufter than yours: you think the very contrary. 

* Thus far it is combating text with text, criticifin 
‘ with criticifm, reafon with reafon; and each fide 
‘ will think his own fuperior. Now fupj)»>fe I 
‘can produce a cloud of witnefl’cs—cxiniiiming my 
‘ interpretation,—and conoborating my rcafons 

‘ this will add fuch weight, ftrength, and force to 

• my pretcftfions, that impartial men will foon per- 
‘ ceive, wdiich is the moft probable, which the lafer 
‘ fide, and which it behoves them to cleave fo. 'J’his 
‘ is—agreeable to the common fenfe and reafon of 
‘ mankind f-’—Now if this way of rcafoning, by 
Hascard and Waterla.vh, be pertinent and for¬ 
cible in the cafes to which they apply it; there can¬ 
not be any doubt, but the dccifioii of the Qiiakers, 

• Prefent. agninfl Poftny, Title 1 . p. 2iii. f Deft me of 
Queries, Qiiery xavii. p. 45 5. 
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already produced, is one of the ftrongeft prefumptive 
evidences in proof of our point. Becaufe thofe re- 
fpeiSfable Friends cannot be fufpcdfed of having any 
dodlrinal fentimcnt, or any religious praftice, to fup- 
port, by deciding in our favour as they have done. 
Whereas thofe Churches and individuals to whom the 
two Dodlors appeal, were confidcred by them, in re¬ 
ference to the particulars under their notice, as coin¬ 
ciding in fenthnent and pradice with themfelves *. 
The atteftation of a Qiiakcr, in this cafe, is like tliat 
of Mr. David Levi the Jew, refpedting the fenfe 
of certain paflages in the New Tc ftamcnt, in opjiofi- 
tion to the fentiments of Dr. Priestley : which, I 
am perfuaded, our author himfclf mull confidcr ;is a 
ftrong prefumptive evidence, that his own view of 
thofe palTages is juff, and that Dr. Priestley’s is 
erroneous. 

From the preceding pages it appears, 1 prefume, 
that Dr. W. is far from having perfojmcd his pro- 
mife to the public; cither as it Itands on his I'itle 
page, or as contained in his Preface. In other words, 
that he has not given ‘ a full reply’ lo Pn-dobnp- 
tifm 'Examined —That he has not laid his axe to the 
root of, what he calls, my ‘ ffatcly tree’; but only 
‘ nibbled at fome of the branches’—'rha.t he has not 
‘ undermined the foundation’ of my argumentative 
edifice ; but merely attempted to hide the numerous 
imperfeftions of his own caufe. For though I con- 
fider the appointment of Chrift, and apoftolic prac¬ 
tice, as the oviLy foundation of my faith and condudt, 
relative to the adminiftration of baptifm; yet, as ob- 
ferved before, the principal grounds of my argu¬ 
mentation^ all through Padabaptifm Examined^ are, 
teftimonies to fadts, conceffions of what we allert. 


* See Peedobap. Exam. Vol. II. p. 530—533. 
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and principles of reafoningi produced from Padobap- 
tijls. To all which were added, in the fccond Edi¬ 
tion of my book, numerous atteftations to our caufe, 
from the people caflcd ^takers. In oppofition to 
whirii, Dr. W. has not ‘ anfwered his part^ but 
merely ‘ iliown his op/a/Va.’ P'or he has only *■ nib~ 
‘ bled.,' where he engaged to extirpate: and, to ren¬ 
der the Paedobaptilf edifice more pleafing to the view 
of its numerous occupants, he has ende.avoured to 
piafler over its gaping flav.’s, when his promife was 
to fip the foundation of my fabric. 

Nor has he failed merely with regard to thofe vari¬ 
ous data on which my argumentation fo often pro¬ 
ceeds j for a great number of my arguments, on dif¬ 
ferent brrmches of the fubjedl, are entirely overlooked 
by him: and as to thofe rcafonings in our favour which 
1 have produced from Paedobaptift authors, he never, 
that I recolledt, attempts to anfwer thqp; except in 
tlic cafe of Mr. Peirce, with reference to Infant 
communion. But of thefe particulars, further notice, 
perhaps may be taken in the following pages.—He 
feems, indeed, in a vail variety of inftances, to have 
kept in remembrance one part of his Motto, and to 
have forgotten another: by ‘ Ihowing his opinion*, 
in general, without ‘ anfwering his part’, in parti¬ 
cular cafes. He prefents it, however, to the public, 
.as ‘a FULL j'eply’ to Padobaptifm Examined. But 
as Julius Cj^sar himfelf, when contending for the 
empire, coufd fcarcely profefs a more heroic ardour 
to attack a Roman phalanx, than my opponent mani- 
fells in ‘ confronting, breaking, and routing’ one of 
the argumentative kind ; fo there is lefs realbn to be 
furprifed if, in multiplied inftances, his cOndiaS 
favour of C.(1:3AR’s boaft, Veni, vidi, vici. 


CHAP. 



CHAPTER IV, 


Concerning Pojitive Jnjlitntions., and Analogical 
Reajoning. 

B aptism having been uni verfallyconfidered 
as a divine appointmenbof the pofulve kind, ths 
true dodlrine of pofitive inftitutes muft be of great im¬ 
portance in this controverfy. Relative to this parti¬ 
cular, however, equally as to various others, my oppo¬ 
nent ‘ fhows his opinion ’ to be very different from 
that of Paedobaptifts in common. For thus he fpeaks} 

‘ The Paedobaptifts in general have tamely fubmitted 
‘ to this pofition, B/iptifm and ihe Lord’sfupperarepoJi~ 
‘ tive inJiltutlonSf in its moft abfolute and undiftin- 
* guifhed fenfe, as a maxim not to be controverted*'. 
This maxim, though, fo far as I have obferved, univer- 
fally approved by theological writers, he boldly rejedts} 
becaufe, in his opinion, it betrays a good caufe into the 
hands of its enemies. It is neceflary, however, that a 
fcntiment fo uncommon Ihould be well fupported: but, 
wdiether he be confiftent, either with the truth, or with 
himfelf, let us now confider. 

His view of pofitive laws, ordinances, and duties, is 
thus expreffed. ‘ By pofulve laws I underftand, fuch 
* laws as do not appear to us obligatory, except upon 
* the nure authority of the divine Lcgif ator— Pofitive 
* InJiltutlom^^ndAY taken, area fpccics ofpofilive laws, 
* and differ as alaw differs from walnjlltutlon —^Pofitive 
‘ laws are no further binding than the authority by 
‘ which they are enjoined is difcernlble. And it is c- 
< qually evident, that there is no pofiible method of dif- 
* Cerning the Lawgiver’s authority and will, relative to 

* Vol. I. 34. 
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‘ thefe laws,but by his own exprefs declarations, [or by 
‘ divinely authorized ;] for if they arc difcerni- 

‘ ble any other way, they are no longer pofitive— 
‘ The choice of the irJlitution depends on the fovereign 
‘ pleaf.ir.' ^fGod—[The] will and authority [of the In- 
‘ Ifitiir^r himfclf,] mull be thefolcand exclufiveground 
‘ of the inflitution’. All this is granted, and manifeft- 
ly applies to baptifm.—He proceeds: ‘ It is allowed 
‘ on all hands,—that the diftingulhing nature of poli- 
‘ tive laws confifts in the meafure and the degree of 
‘ their injlilutlon^ and that they derive their whole he~ 
‘ lug from the fovereign will of God.’ But what does 
he fnean by ‘ the meafure and the degree of their infti- 
‘ tution ?’ Either pofitive laws are enabled, or they 
are not. If the former, their whole being is derived 
‘ from the fovereign will of God;’ and it is evidently 
improper to fpeak of the degree of their inflitution. If 
the latter, they do not exijl ; and, therefore, as they are 
not inflituted, tlicre can be neither any degree, nor 
meafure, of their inflitution.—He adds; ‘ We all agree 
‘ that fuch an inflitution as deferves the denomination 
‘ of pofitive, is that the reafon of which we do not fee, 
‘ yet delivered with fuchplainnels,clcarnefs andcircum- 
* ftantial evidence, as is liable to no mifeonftruition 
‘ from a perfon of common capacity and religious fiii- 
‘cerity*.’ Granted; provided there be no quibbling 
upon the phrafes, ‘ religious fincerity,’ and ‘ circum- 
‘ ftantial evidSnee.’ For it is unreafinable to imagine 
that mere emunif antes, or thofc particulars which are 
no way elTential to the mode, or the fubjciSl of a pofi¬ 
tive inftitutc, Ihould be explicitly contained, either in 
fcriptural precepts, or examples. Nor is it lefs evi¬ 
dent, that a perfon of good natural capacities, and of a 

'■ Vol. I. :5, 33> 35i 39 > 40 , 4S- 
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liberal education,may be in foine views religioujly fin- 
cere ; and yet lie under a ftrong, though unperceived 
bias, to mifconftrue the plaineft divine law. This, Icon- 
cieve, Dr. W. himfelf muft allow in regard to the 
people called Qiiakers, with reference to baptifm and 
the Lord’s fuppcr. 

Relative to the fame fubjeft my opponent fays; 

* What a wife legiflator intends fliould be underftood 
‘ and complied with, he will make fufficiently clear 
‘ and determinate; but what is not fo, does not, pro- 
‘ perly fpeaking, make any part of the ftatute. Aiid 
‘ this is eminently the cafe in thofe laws that are call- 
‘ ed pofitive*.’—But is there anvt'.mg in the baptif- 
mal ftatute, which our divine Lawgiver did wot'-intend 
‘ fliould be iinderftixjd and complied witliany more 
than in his law refpedting thd facred flipper ? Did he 
not intend to be underftood, refpedting the fubjedt and 
the mode of baptifm, and to have the revelation of his 
willconfidered as lavj ? Now the language oilaw, is the 
language of fupreme authority, and of peremptory re- 
quifition. For a legiflator, as fuch, fpeaks not, except 
in commands or in prohibitions. 

• He again fays; ‘A wife legiflator, in proportion as 

* he would have his laws underftood and obeyed, will 
‘ enadt them in a plain and detenninate maimer ; Jefus 
‘ Chrift is fuch a lawgiver But why infert that 
qualifying claufe, ‘ In proportion as he would have 
< his laws underfiood and obeyed?' Did Dr. W. ever 
hear of a wife legiflator enadling laws, wTiich he did 
not mean his own fubjedts to underftand and obey ? 
Or does the hiftory of legiflation, from the beginning 
of the world to this day, furnifli a Angle inftance of a 
tfi/r legiflator promulgating any law, which heintend- 

Vol. II. 3;S. f V'.'l. II. 359. 
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cdthe fubjefls of his governient fhould undcrftand and 
obey ina confcjfedly partial manner ? What is /rtw, 
in its very nature,but the conmandlng willoi a legiflator ? 
But if fo, where nothing is enjoined, or prohibited, no 
legidator ijiterferes—there is no law. How, then, 
fhouid he be eftecnied a wife legiflator, who promul¬ 
gates commands, or prohibitions, which he does not 
intend fhould be underftood and obeyed ? Common 
fenfe forbids the drought. Nay, our author himfelf 
tacitly forbids it, when he fays; ‘ Livic, in its moft 
‘ general and comprehenfir e import, dgnifies a rule of 
‘ ai'fiony diiflated by foine ftiperior But no law can 
be confidcred as a rule of action^ further than it was de- 
figned to be underftood and obeyed. The law of bap- 
tifm>forinfl:ancc,istlie rule of aitiot?^cfyaci\ng^ bajrtifm. 
This my opponent ought,.oiihis own principles, to admit, 
orclfc to deny that there is arry law for that ordinance. 
Yet, if ourLordhadr.ot intended to be uiiderflood and 
obeyed, whenfpeaking in that law concerning the mode 
.and the fubjecl:; of v/hat adion would it have been the 
rule ? This particular, however, will come under fur¬ 
ther confideration in the follov.'ing paragrapiis.—Now, 
reader, whv, in the name of legifl.iiive wifdom and of 
common feiif'—why hiouldDr. W. introduce drat*ex¬ 
ceptive claiue, ‘ fnproportion as ire wouldhave his laws 
‘ underftood and obeyed as appiu'alde to the law of 
ourdivineSor ercign refpecliirghapt'fln ? l''or,that Chri/t 
is a wife Icgi^fator, nry opponent readily ad.mits. But 
for awlfe lajrgivci' among me': to ifliie commands, or 
prohibitions, to any defeription of fuhjcdfs, cotreenring 
either one thing or another, without intending drey 
ftrould iindeTflaad and obey wirat he fays; wotild be 
an aftonifliin - pheaonrenojt iir the hi dory of fecular le- 
giflation. Nay, it would be efteemed an evidence of 


» Vo!. I. 2z. 
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his weaknefs^ rather than his wifdom, however deter¬ 
minate and plain any other of his commands or his e- 
di(fts were. It might, therefore, have been expedled, 
that not only the wifdom^ but the fupreme dominion of 
Him who is King in Zion, would have abfolutely for¬ 
bidden Dr. W. to imagine, that our fublime Sove¬ 
reign had enafted a law for the fubjects of his kingdom, 
the principal commanding terms of which he did not 
intend they ftiould either obey or underftand. Nor 
can I fuppofc that my rcfpedfable opponent would ever 
have thought of any divine law being defigncd (or par¬ 
tial apprehenfion and partial obedience, if he had not 
confidered it as nccefl’ary to fupport an hypoihcfis. By 
his condufl-, it Ihould feem, that you mull cither con- 
fider Chrift, when fpeaking in the law of haptifm, as 
expreffing himfelf obfeurely,' indeterminately, and not 
intending to be obeyed •, or be in danger of conclud¬ 
ing that the haptiftn^l ftatute implicitly forbids Infant 
Iprinkiing. 

Our author, when jufllycenfuring apraclicc among 
tlte Ancients, of baptizing perfons in, what he calls, 

* their birthday habits,’ a (l:s and aiifwi. rc in tlie following 
manner: ‘ Will Mr. B. fay it is required, by divine 

* law, that baptifm be adminiftcred to perfons as naked 

* as Adam in Paradife ?—If it be faid, that v.'hat was 
‘ then modejl is now abominaldr, it follows the/t local 

* cufloms and national decency arc not to he overlooked 

* even in pojitive injiitutions — Jr'^ill Xir. B. fay. A 
needlefs queftlon; for my opponent never fuppofed 
that 1 either believed, or ftiould aflert, any fuch thing.— 
oire not to be overlooked. So, then, the voice of na¬ 
tional decency is to be heard, and the force of local cuf- 
toms is tobc felt,in the adminiftrationof a divinely pofi- 
tive rite j even though the will of the Inftitutor him¬ 


felf 
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fclf be the foU and excluftve ground of the inftitution! 
Our Lord, fpeaking in his pofitive laws, may indeed 
command what he pleafes; but hisdifciples, accordingtd 
Dr. W. may be obliged in certain cafes, well toconfider 
ho'.v ‘hr ‘ iocal cuftoms, and national decency, ’ will per¬ 
mit them to perform his commands. For if that decen¬ 
cy, and thofe cuftoms, ‘ are not to be overlooked,*' 
they muft be regarded. But, if regarded, they muft 
have an influence on the adminiftration; and who can 
fiy how far th.at influence may extend ? Who fliall 
fjt bounds, in this cafe, to the combined and control¬ 
ling power of ‘ local cuftoms and national decency, * 
whenever they are inimical to the pofitive appointments 
oFJefus Chrift ?—!iad this princyde of our author 
been underftood and approved by the patriarch Abra¬ 
ham, he would not fo readily have obeyed the divine 
order to circumcife himfelf, and his male domeftics, as 
he manifeftly did. For except Dr. W. believe that 
circumrii'ioii w.ts originally, not ^ /I’c fai/jers*, but of 
the idniatrons Crentilcs, he muft conclude, that the 
Friend of God., in pcft'rming that rite, acted contmry 
to ‘Icc.'il cii/lnin"', ’ : :id was confidered hy multitudes 
as committine; the moft violent outrage on ‘ national 
‘ decency. ’—To meet with fuch an aftertion from the 
pen of a Jefiiit, would not be furprifing ; but I am af- 
tonifhed to find it rccc idcd by a Proteftant DifTenter. 

Though Df. W. frequently fpeak of^c/Jrfw inftitu- 
tions, without limitation or diftindtion j yet he infifts 
tint baptifm and the Lord’s flipper are not inftitutes 
of a merely pofitive kind: n.iy, that the rites of ancient 
Judaifln were not of that nature ; as will appear by the 
fc'.llowing exrraeds. ‘ There are no precepts now in 
‘ force, at leaft, of a natm e merely pofitive. None, I 

» Jehn, vii. ji. 
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‘ mean, wherein all the minutia of circumftances ne- 

* ceflary for thedifcharge of the duty commanded are 
5 fpecified by the Lawgiver ; and therefore thofe infti- 
‘ tutions of Chriftianity which are commonly termed 
‘ pofitive, are but partially fo.’ He propofes to ‘ demon- 
‘ trate’ that ‘ the New Teftament inftitutions are 
‘ NOT of a nature merely pofitive ’ but ‘ of a inlxecl na- 
‘ ture; that is to fay, partly pofitive and partly moral. * 

‘ There were’, he fays, ‘ many precepts under the Jew- 
‘ ifli ceconomy pofitive in a conftderable degree, rela- 
‘ tive to the fuhjedt as well as the mode of an inftitute 
t —but it does not follow that any one of thefe were 
‘ fo ftridlly pofitive, as not to take fome things for 
‘ granted refpedling the circumftances of the duty; 

‘ fuch as national cuftom, the common didfates of fenfc 
‘ and reafon, traditionary knowledge, tiie general prin- 
‘ ciples of the law of nature, and fo on He tells us, 

‘ That the qualification of the fubjecls formed no part 
‘ of the poftiivrncfs of the law of baptifm—To purify 

* by watei-f in the name of the I'ather, and fo on, was 
‘•of a pofitive nature ; but what kind of moral qiialifi- 

* cations (and no other are fuppofed) v/crc fuitablc, for 
‘ a^participation of the ordinance, needed no pofitive 

* ftandard to determine f.’—Hence he infers, That 
‘ not to diftinguifh between the poftivenefs and inora- 
‘ lity of a precept, ordinance or duty, and not to afeer- 
‘ tain their rcfpciStive degrees-, and to deny tliat the 
‘ latter diftiniftion admits of moral rcafoning, infer- 

* ence and analogy, open a wide door to bigotry, mid 
‘ numberlefs glaring abufes of the facred oracles J.’—- 
Such is Dr. W.’sviewofthe fubject before us; inoppo- 
fition to which the following things maybe confidered. 

No religious injlitute now that is merely pofthe ; 

• Vol. T. 34, 3S, 39, 87, 8S. t Vol. II. 394, 39 S- 

X Vol. I. 91. 
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tivi ; and the rites of ancient Judaifm werefi only to a 
confide-,-aide degree. Then it has been with but little 
penetration, or accuracy, that theological writers, for 
time iinn’einoiial, have do gy-mcdiWy contrajied pofitiv'e 
..jjpuMitm .-nts witli moral duties. For I do not recol- 
le£t a fingle author, beiidesDr. W., who denies cither 
the rites of Judaifm, or baptifm and the Lord’s fupper, 
to be ftricfly fpeaking pofitive inftitutions. But who 
can wonder tliat the penetration of a ‘ fuperior genius' 
—one who announces himfelf on his title page as a fe- 
cond Elihu, profeii'edly to ‘fliow his opinion,’ fliould 
difeover a ‘ latent myftery ?’—Befides, as Dr. W. ex- 
preAly allows the ‘propriety of iny rcafoning upon the 
‘ nature and elTential properties of ptX'itivc inftitutions, 

‘ as for as they are J'lich ^j’ he felt himfelfconflrained to 
feck for a nciu siround, on which to defend his caufe. 
Blit were it not for what has juft been mentioned, it 
would appear a little extraordinary, and nSt eafily to be 
credited, that, after fuch numbers of the mofl learned 
and able authors have appeared in vindication ofPiedo- 
baptifin, anew general principle of defending it, that is 
worthy of the hia;hefl: regard, fhould be found by my 
opponent. It is not, indeed, uncommon for expCrt 
polemics to argue upon old principles in a new man¬ 
ner ; but, refpecling theological fubjedts, ’and in the 
prefent age, wc feldom find a new andfolid principle of 
argunieij^tioikadopted, in vindication of anold caufe— 
a caufe b.-'i l. f-nded a thoufand limes, and 

that by perlbns of profound learning and acute pans.— 
Being ‘ enamoured,’ though not ‘ difproportionately,' 
with an obferi'ation made Dr. W., I confefs myfelf 
flrongly ‘ tempted’ to tr.infcribe it; only taieing the 
liberty ofapplying it in adifferent manner. Thus, tlun, 
•ur author: ‘ That fuch charadlers as Air. Braineru, 
* V»l. I. iS. 
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‘ or his celebrated biographer Mr. Jonathan Ed- 
‘WARDSjthat Profcffois W i t s i u s and ' 1 ' u r r e r i N u s, 
‘Do6torsOw£NandMANTON,BiniopsLATiMERanJ 
‘Leighton, Reformers Luther and Calvin, and 
‘a tkoufand more of the fame fpirit, fhould [confider 
‘baptifm as a merely pofitive inlHtute,] is not won- 
‘derful, on 9ttr principles; but that fuch perlbns as 
‘ thefe fhould be guilty of an enonmus [blunder, with 
‘ regard to the true nature of a pofnivc rite;]—deli- 
‘ be lately, habitually, in their mofl ferious moments, 

* and for a long feries of y.'ars to their dying day-—is 

* what I eannot digeft.- But he that cat:^ let him '*.’—• 
Fond, however, as my opponent is of his new dtitumy 
he fometimos relaisl'es into the old laniruage of P:edo- 
baptifts. For ho not only (peaks of pojitive inftitu- 
tions, and of pofitive divine law f; but he contrafts' 
baptifm with moral duty, in the following manner. 

* We do not-fay that baptifm —is taught by the light 
‘ of nature and rctifon; but is, on the contrary, a. 
^pofitive appointment J.’ 

To obviate the clianre of novelty, refpeflin? his 
view of baptifm as parti'/ moral, Dr. W. appeals to 
Dr. Owen; who confiders the law oftlie fablvith as 
being of a mixed nature, and ‘ moral pofitive ||.’ Up¬ 
on which he makes the following remark : ‘ Mr. B., 

* and—thofc of the fame mind, would do well to con- 

* fider thefe diftitiflions [made by Dr. Owen,] 

‘ thoroughly, in reUrtnee to the caufes of the fi.h- 

* bath, and the Pmdobaptift coiitrovcrfy §.’ I'hat 1 
have conjidered thefe dUfindtions, is a fadl; and that, 
probably, belbre our auzhor’s age would permit him 
to do it: but whetiier, thoroughly^ 1 will not aflerr. 

• Vol. Jf. 416. f \ o!. If. 116, ifti. J Vol. J. 
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Nor have 1 any objedtioii againft the fabbatkal ap¬ 
pointment being reprelented as of a mixed nature, or 
as partly moral, and partly politive: in which view it 
has been frequently Con'idered by learned authors, as 
v/eli as by Dr. Owen. But neither the Doctor, nor 
any other theological writer, whofe works I have 
perufeJ, prior to the appearance of Jntipadobaptifm 
Examined^ ever confidered bapfifm in that light. The 
charge of novelty remains, therefore, in all its force. 

No precepts now In force of a nature merely poft- 
the : or, none in which all the mlnutiie of circumjlan- 
ees necejfary to the difcharge of the duty commanded are, 
preferibed. This polition I will endeavour to prove 
and illiiftrate for our author.—Anqpng the numerous 
‘ rninutice of circutnftanccs’ neceffiiry, for inftanco, to 
the adminiftration of baptifm, time is one. For 
though baptifm be a very different thing from timey 
yet the former cannot be admiiiiftere^ without the 
latter. Hut notwichffinding the abfolutc neceffity of 
thatcircumlfance, neither in the Old Tcftament, nor 
in the New, is there any command to baptize in 
fpring, rather than autumn ; in furntner, rather than 
winter; in the day-time, rather than in the night: 
nor is any number of minutes, to be employed in the 
admiiiiftratiort, preferibed. No; the law of baptifm 
leaves us as much liberty, with regard to circum-t 
ftances of this kind, as do the precepts for prayer. A 
plain proof Aat baptifm cannot be a merely pofitivfr 
inffitute 1—Some place is equally ncceffary. But 
there is no command for bai)tifn being adininiftcrcd 
in Jordan, lather than in the Tiber, or in the 
'i'hames; in a pond, rather than in a baptiffery. 
Still theevideiKe riles.—There muff, of neceffity, be 
an adminiftrutor. But whether, like the ancient 
Jcwifli priefts, he fliould be quite free from porfond 
(> 2 bknulh. 
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blemifti, is not faid: nor yet, whether he fliould be 
old, or young; tall, or Ihort; learned, or illiterate; 
habited in canonicals, or in his common apparel.. 
The adminiftrator is to pronoiunce a certain form of 
words ; but whether with a ftrong and loud, or with 
a low and feeble voice, is not preferibed. Now the 
proof afl'umes the bright appearance of demonftra- 
tion.—There muft alfo be TsJuhjeit. But whether he 
fln)Uid be ruddy with youth, or hoary with age; 
whether he fliould be rich, in middling circumftanccs, 
or poor; whether, in profefling his faith, he fliould 
employ fifty minutes, or only five; what fliould be 
the colour of his hair, or the tone of his voice; and, 
finally, whether at the time of adminiftration he 
fliould appear in fiis ufual cloathing, or in fome other 
decent garments, the law of baptifm is entirely filent. 
—Various other ‘ minutla of circumftances’ attend¬ 
ing the adminiftration might be mentioned; but by 
thefe it appears that our divine Legiflator was not 
particular in preferibing the circuni/lances^ and efpeci- 
ally the minutia of them. It is, therefore, extreme¬ 
ly apparent, that baptifm is not an inftitution entire- 
.ly pofitive. E. D. 

'Dr. W. may hence perceive that, bigot as he con- 
fiders me to be, I have candour and generofity enough 
to furnifli him with a demonftration ot his ipfe dixit. 
Now, as he is extremely far from ‘ the line of bigo- 
« try,’ and equally far from ‘ screwing’ any thing in 
* the VICE of bigotry;’ it may be juftly prefumed, 
that the boafted benevolence of his heart, and the 
well known elegance of his pen, will make me a 
tender of the moft polite and grateful aclcnowledg- 
jnents for the favour.—But, be that as it may, I will 
venture to add: My opponent might as well plead, 
that no precept can be of a ftridly pofitive kind, in 

which 
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v/hich it is taken for granted that the obje£ls con¬ 
cerned are ?nen, and not brutes; or poffefs comma 
fenfr, and are not idiots. He feems to forget, that 
the ae:gregate of mer^ circumftanccs attending the ad- 
sniiii.'; ■‘anon of an inditnte, does not conftitute 
part of di!,- lidfitutc itfdf. Thnfe, on different occa- 
fions, in ly be exceedingly various, while that con¬ 
tinues effeiiti iliy the fame.— The following obferva- 
tioa of Dr. O wen will here apply. ‘ It is merely 
‘ from a fpirit of contention that fome call on us, or 
‘ others, to produce exprefs tellimony, or inftitution, 

‘ for every clrcumjlancc in the praeftice of religious 
‘ duties in the church—But if men will be froward, 
‘and becaufe they may not make Ijws themfelvcs, or 
‘ keep the ftatutos made by others, will neglefl: the 
‘ due obfervation and execution of what Chrift hath or- 
‘ dained; or will deny that we may, and ought, in and for 
* the due obfervation of his laws, to n^pke ufe of the 
‘ inbred light of nature, and rules of common pru~ 

‘ dence, (the ufe and exercife of both which are in- 
‘ eluded and enjoined in the commands of Chriff, in 
‘ that he requires a compliance with them in the way 
‘ of obedience) I know of no relief againft the perpe- 
‘tuity of our differences about thefe things—The. 
‘ Lord Chrift, in the inftitution of Gofpel Churches, 

‘ their ftate, order, rule, and ivorjldp^ doth not require 
‘ of his difciples, that, in their obfervance of his ap- 
‘ pointments, They ftiould ceafe to be men, or forego 
‘ the ufe and exercife of their rational abilities, accord- 
‘ ing to the rule of that exercife, which is the light of 
‘nature*.’—Ofafimilar kind is the conduft of Dr. 
W., to that reproved by Dr. Owen: and we are as 
far from requiring exprefs precept,or precedent,from 
the New Tcftament, for the mere circumjlances of 
hmi-ury hao ihe Orig. and Nat. of Churches, p. 14,19. js. 

G 3 baptifm- 
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fcaptifntial adininiflrationj :is cither the Doctor, or rxtv 
opponent himfelf, V/e arc alfo equally far frf)m ilil- 
carding the light of nature, or the dictates of com¬ 
mon fenfe, with reference to itiofe things that .are 
inerely circumiiantial in the adminiitration. ]>iit 
then we confider the fame common fenfe as (eachin'r, 
tiiat none of thofe circiiinftanccs are incluJed in tiie 
Jaw of baptifni, and that they make no part of die 
.in.T:Itution. 

In another place my opponent fpeaks in the follow¬ 
ing manner. ‘ When the circurnjiances of a duty 

* Commonly termed arc left in an indetermi- 

* nate ftatc, and therefore of neceflity muft yield to 
mm/ confideration?, and when thole moral confide- 

* rations do not arife immediately from the evident 
‘ relation of the cafe in hat.d, or are not determined 

* dearly by precept or example; what more rational 

* method of determining theje circurnjiances^ than by 
■* recurring by means of analogy to thofe which we are 
*■ fure met with the divine approbation —^In another 
f)1ace he charges our principles with being nearly *■ al« 
‘ lied to dtc intereff of genuine bigotrybecaufe they 
Jiave ‘ a direeb tendency to make the unpreferibed cir- 

cumjiances of apofitive rite, cffeutial to the rite itfclf: 

* and confeqaently to make that necefliirv and eflen- 
■* tial which die Inftitutor has not made fo -f—Un¬ 
der the torm circumjiances. Dr. W. here feems to in¬ 
clude both mode and fubjefl. For Ive fpeaks with 
•reference to baptifm, and in order to lay a foundation 
on which to proceed in proving Infant fprinkling by 
analogical arguments, I cannot fuppofe, therefore, 
that by the word clrcunjianccs-, he meant fuch parti¬ 
culars as thofe which have been fo rccendy enume¬ 
rated j becaufe that would be nothing to his purpofe. 

* VoL I. 51., 5e. t Vol. I. 91,91. 

Whereas. 
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WherciiS, v.'.nc it granted, or could lie prove, that 
both mode ami fnjc‘l are circiinifiances of bnptifm, it 
would be much in his favour. But that they arc not 
.fc>, nor can without^abfurdity be fo denominated, may 
appear f ern the following conriderations. 

V.';'.edier circumflaiices be confidered as belonging 
U> perlbiis, to aclioiis, or ti things, they arc always 
legarded as diliinguifhethlc, and in our common forms 
of fpeaking are aetu.illy diilinguii'hed; from the per- 
fons, the aviiions, < r the things themfclves, to which 
they append : fo that wiiether a divine appointment, 
or a human ailion, be under enquiry, it cannot be 
confounded with its real circunijlances, without dif- 
order in our conceptions, and rdifurdity in our lan¬ 
guage. Now, baptifni being the appointment here 
difeufled, wiiat is there in that divine iuftitution, ex¬ 
cept an action to be performed, the proper fubjedl of 
that adlion, and the verbal form of adminiftration ? 
Jf, then, the action to be perfonr.ed,*and the proper 
fubjc’cl of that action, be circimliancci of baptifm, 
what is bapt’fm itjl’fr JDoos it co'nfift in merely 
pronouncing t!i; folemn form of words, over an in¬ 
fant or an adult? That cannot be; nor will any 
a!tl-rt it : bscaufe die inllltution is called baptifm, 
from the very a6t of baptizing. Confequently, that 
.action cannot be a circumftance; for, without it, 
b.'ptifn itfelf neither docs, nor can exift, any other- 
wd'e than iij the appointment of it.—Further; As, 
without the aiStion called baptizing, there is nothing 
th:it can bcjuflly denominated ; fo that ac- 

■tion Ihould be performed on a duly qualified fubjedl. 
'I'his my opponent himfelf will not deny. But what¬ 
ever qualifies for baptifm is, in reference to that in- 
il'.tutiun, of the highefi: importance ; and mult be fo 
coniidered by every confeientious adminiftrator : be- 
.Ci 4, .caufe> 
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caufe, by the very nature of the cafe, an unqnal'ifud 
perfon ought not to be baptized. It follows, there¬ 
fore, that qualifications for the ordinance arc not a 
circumftance; nor can, v/ithout ajifurdity, be fo call¬ 
ed.—Or would Dr. ^V. approve the language and 
conduft of an adminifirator, who fiiould fay to a can¬ 
didate.? ‘ Your qualifications for b.aptifm arcj I know, 

* greatly doubted by fome. But qualifications are a 
‘ mere circumjiance of the duty; and, therefore, 

* whether you be qualified or not, I will baptize you.’ 
Now, if my opponent would condemn fuch conduct, 
he cannot confiftently clafs qualifications for bantifm 
among the circuinftances of that appointment. It 
is not common even with us-, to cenfure an adminif- 
trator feverely., becaufe he does not regard a mere 
circumJlancc ; notwithftanding we are, according to 
our author, fo extremely prone to bigotry. Much 
lefs can it be fuppofed that he who never yet was 
inclined to ‘ screw’ a pefitive inftitute ‘ in the vice 
‘ 9 f bigotry^ and who is eminent for a liberal turn of 
mind, fliould cenfure, more or lefs, for the want of 
a circumftance, properly fo called. I cannot help 
fufpedling, however, that the caufe of Infant fprink- 
ling mull be, in the opinion of Dr. W. at Icaft, in a 
very diftrefled fituation for want of evidence; or 
elfe he would never have recourfc to fuch a mode of 
defence, as confounds the clrcnihjiances of things 
with the things ihcmfelvcs., and offers vgilence to the 
common forms of fpcech. Becaufe he might as well 

Hhav: faid. That for a male child to be eight days old, 
and to cut off the prteputium, were circumjianccs of 
the ancient clrcumcifion; as pretend that the adiion 
called baptizing, and the qualifications of the fubject, 
are circumflances of baptifm. The former not beiiig 
qiore effential to the old Abrahamic rite, than the 

latter 
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latter are to the Chriftian inftitute now before us.—- 
As to that circuitous way of obtaining evidence 
which he propofcs, refpefting his mifnamed circum- 
Jlanccs^ and whether there be any occafion for it; I 
fliall at prcfent refrain from animadveiTion, but in¬ 
tend to take notice of thofe particulars in the follow¬ 
ing pages. 

To purify hy water is of a poftivc nature, but the 
qualifKatlon of the fnhjcSi forms no part of the pofstive- 
nefs of the lava of haptfm. 'Fhcn it may be conclu¬ 
ded, according to his own rule, that purification by 
vjatcr is much more cleai ly exprefied in the baptifinal 
Idatute, than the qualifications of the fubjedt. But is 
that a facl ? Is cither the word purification, or the 
term water, ufed in the law of b.nptifm I am rather 
apprehenfive that were Dr. W. to have ‘recourfe to 
‘ his gl.iffes, and to wipe them cleannay, were he 
again to make the experiment of '■Jianding and read- 
‘ ing,’ or of ^ walking and reading,’ tlie law of bap- 
tifin; he would be greatly fatigued before he found 
either of thofe expreflions, and meet with a fecond 
difappointment. For though the idea of water be 
plainly implied in the participle baptizing, and though 
it be cxprefsly mentioned in the hiftory of apoftolic 
pradfice; yet not more fo than the qualification of 
the fubject in the verb teach, which is an exprefsly 
cnadting term in the facred ftatute; or than in the 
word hdieveth, in a parallel paflage ; or than in the 
langu:ige of J^hilip, If thou believejl.—The qualifica~ 
tion of the fuhjek't forms no part of the PnsiTiVF.NESS 
of the law of baptifm. It feems, then, that the qua¬ 

lifications of the fubjeefc do form a part of the laiv of 
baptifm, though they do not enter into the pofitive- 
siefs of that la^v. Were we, for the fake of argu¬ 
ment therefore to grant, that the qutilifications of 
^ 5 the 
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the fubjeiTt form ‘ no part of the poiitivenefs of the 
* law;’ yet while it is tacitly admitted th.it they form 
a part of its tmralitf, wc muft* ftill coiihder thole 
■qualilications as preferibed in the law iilllf: which is 
inimical to the general reafoningof our author. 

As to furipcatbn^ it is a pcrfedl ftrangcr, both 
•word and tiling, to that divine law. But were we to 
admit, that baptilin is purilication by water; even 
then the qualification of the fubjei't would be equally 
plain, on the face of the ftatute, with the purifica¬ 
tion itfelf. Becaufe, by determining what kind of 
purification it is, you alfo determine what fort of im¬ 
purity is removed bv it. For coinmon fenie will ad- 
iinit, that none can be qualified for purification, who 
,are not polluted ; that there can be no purification, 
where nothing is purified ; and that nothing is purified, 
•but by the removal of impurity. If, therefore, bap- 
■tifiii be liphyfieal purification, it inuft be confidered 
as purging away corporal pollution. Confequently, 
foulnefi of the fkin-^ and a defirc of clcanfing, mull be 
■die qualification. This ©'jr author,to my allonilhment, 
•-feetns toavow: lor he tells us that Peter calls baptifm, 
■* fhe ivajking away the filth of the FiESH*.’ With 
whom alfo my other warm oppofer, Mr. Pirif, 
.agrees; who blames us for faying, that baptlfin is 
‘ a Ipiritual blefling,’ which ‘ does not put away the 
‘ filth of the fiefa.' I'his, he tells us,’ is ‘ the very 
‘ argumcBt of the Quakers f.’ Their motion, how- 
■ever, of baptilin putting away the filth of the fiefliy 
were it a facl; would be far more fuitable to the 
priiiStice of immerfion, thati to that of fprinkling- 
Tor, furely, it mull be but a very fmall part of that 

■r VokJ. 185. Appendix, 171 . 
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fikh which either of my oppofers can put away, by 
applying a few drops of water to the face.—If bap- 
tifn be a ceremonial purification, legal defilement, 
!i.<c that of the aTicient Jews, muft be removed by 
it; and the qu:ilification will be ritual impurity, coii- 
necfed with willingnefa to be chanf.d.—If it be a 
moral purification, it muft purge, either guilt from 
the confcience, or depravity from the heart. Con- 
'fequcntly, the qualification will rr.anifeftly be, either 
defUcment of corfeiener, or corruption of heart, or both 
united-, and an inclination to be purified. I have 
"faid, a dcfire of cleanfing—1 ivillingntfi to be cleanfcd 
-—an inclination to be purified, with refcre.ncc to 
adults; bccaufe our author does,not plead for their 
purification, except tl'.cy confent.—How 1 appeal to 
impartiality, whether,*in each of thrf t cafes,, the yacr- 
'Ufication of the fubjeft be not a- dearly contained in 
tile facred ftatute, as the purification jtfelf ? 

Tn purify by water in the name of the Father, and 
fa on, is of a pofuive nature. But ot'.r author has 
elfewherc informed us, and we agree with him, that 
is, ‘into the name the’Father, Son, 
‘and Spirit'*.’ Now, to purify, to cleanfe, to free 
fro.m defileTient, into any thing, looks full as much 
like nonfenfe, as it docs like a pofitive i.nftitute: be- 
■caufe, witli the prepofitio.n into, thofe verbs will 
not conne^. Whereas, to dip, to immerfe, to plunge,, 
INTO this or that, is a na.tura!, an ufud, an empha- 
tical way of fpeaking. 

Refpeillng the qualificationr. For baptifm our au¬ 
thor fays; ‘ It is demonflrablc, and I think has been 
domonftrated, that the qualifications cf the fubjeds 
of b.aptifin (the mode alfo will be exairinad in its 

Vol. I. 1-5. 
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* place) is what cannot pofBbly be determined by any 

* pofitive rule whatever as fuch, but muft be refolvcd 

* to the difcretionary nature of the commiffion, or the 

* fuppofed wifdom and prudence of the adminiftrators, 

* in common with other parts of the fame commiffion> 
‘ fuch as the choice of an audience^ the choice of a 

* concionatory fubjcSt, and fo on Had but the 
evidence attending, when Dr. VV. pretends to ‘ an- 

* fwer his part,’ been equal to the confidence with 
which he ‘ fhows his opinion demonftrations would 
have dropped from his pen, in the moft plentiful 
manner, under every branch of the fubjeil. This, 
however, is not the cafe; and though far from pre¬ 
tending to his talent for dernonftration, I may ven¬ 
ture to examine the merits of this pofition. 

The qualifications of the fhbjeils cannot pojfibly he 
determined by any pofitive n;!e. But what is meant 
by a pofitive rule-, that fuch an iinpoilibility fhould 
attend it ? Is not every precept tlaat originates in the 
fovereign will of Clod, and entirely depends on a 
revelation of that will for its obliging force, a pofitive 
}-ule of conduft, refpeiting one or anotlier ? Docs 
not my opponent himfelf fay ; ‘ Law, in its general 

* and comprehenfive import, lignifies a rule of a£iion 
‘ ditSlated by fo ne fuperior r ’ Does he not add, ‘ By 
‘ pofitive laws I underfland, fuch laws as do not ap- 

* pear to us obligatory, except upon the mere autho- 

* nVy of the divine Lcgillator;’ and, ‘pofitive in- 

* ftitutions, flri 511 y taken, arc a fpecies of pofitive 
‘ lawsf?’— If, then, to bo ‘a rule of action’ belong 
to every law, as fucti; and if the baptifmal ftatute 
be a fpecics of pofitive law; that flatute muft be 
a rule of piooecding, both to the adminiftr.vtor, and 

* Yd. I. v5 t '''"el. J. zi, zs, 24- 
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the candidate; each of whem peifcrms an a£f of obe¬ 
dience to God, when that appointment is duly re¬ 
garded. Now, as Dr. W. does not pretend that the 
law of oaptifm is a merely inor-d precept; and as its 
obligation docs not extend equally to all mankind, 
it being intended for fome perfons in diftindlion from 
others; it follows, by nccellary conf quencc, that it 
was not ojily poJfihL but needful for tlve qualifications 
of the fubjccts to be determined in the facred ftatute; 
or elfe it could not be ‘ a rule of action’ in that very 
cafe for which it was dcltgncd, either as to the aduii- 
niftratoror the fubjeiSl. 

The qualifications of the fuhjefl cannot poffihly be de¬ 
termined by any pofiiive rule, as fuch.^ Did 1 not re¬ 
collect our author’s motto and manner, this would 
be furpri^ing; but ho lives in the mldfl of funbeams, 
and i'.edob iptifn, though not once mcntio.jed in 
Scr'pture, baflcs in the blaze of day. Ijnay be per¬ 
mitted, however, to alk, Whence that inipofitbiiity ? 
Does the negative of what he maintains involve a 
manifcfl contradidtion, cither to the pci feel ion of 
God, or the nature of things ? Was not our divine 
Legiflator completely at liberty to appoint v/hat rite 
he pleafed ? and were not the qualilieutions for it 
equally at his own option Why, then, Ihould we 
confidcr him as under an inipoffibiUty of revealing 
thofe qualifications in a merely pofitive rule, fo as 
to be fafely dctTirmined by his dnciples?—When Je¬ 
hovah faid to Abraham, lie that is eight days old fail 
be circumcifed among you, every man child in your ■ene- 
ratlons, he that is born in the hoife or bought svith 
money —he, in tlie fame law, appointed a pofitive riic 
and the qualilications for it. Circiimclfion w'ra. the 
rite-, and to be defeended from Abraham, or tj b.^ a 
donujlic of his; to be of the 7 na!e fex, and to be 
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eight days old) were the qualifications for it: which, 
it is plain, were of an equally pofitive kind with the 
rite itfcif.—So, in regard to the inflituta under our 
notice. Baptifm, in the name of the Father, and fo 
on, is a pofitive appointment; and the qnatificatiou 
for it, which equally depends on the fovcrcign pleafurc 
of God, is contained in the law of the inIHtiition. 
For thus it reads. Teach all nations., l/aptizing them, 
and fo on: or, as in the parallel paflage. Preach the 
gofpel to every creature. He that bcHcveth ami is 
■baptized Jhall be faved. Now docs not the term 
•TEACH, in die o;ie place, and the word ueliev- 
ETH, in the other, as plainly rcfpeiSl the qualifica¬ 
tions for baptifm'; as the being defended from Abra¬ 
ham—of the nude fe.\ —and eight days old, regard 
the qualifications for circumcifion ? and are not the 
-qualifications in each cafe determined by the law of 
inftitutlon? 'Nor does the commiffion, as recorded 
by Matthew, afford any more ground for concluding, 
that the minifters of Chrift are warranted to bapti'ze 
either one or another before he is taught ; than the 
fame great law of jiroceediag, as expreffed by Mark, 
leads us to infer that any would believe the gofjitd 
before they had heard it. We indeed, may juftly 
confider the liiftor.y of apoflolic praiStice as greatly 
illuftrating our Lord’s command, and, with regard to 
baptifm, as reqiiii ing our imitation ; b.nt the Apoftles 
themfelves mull; have treated that command as the 
great canon of their condudt, refpedbing the quali¬ 
fications for baptifm, equally as for preaching at all to 
the Gentiles. Becaufe their authority for publilhing 
the glad tidings of falvation to idolatrous Heathens, 
and the qu.alifications of thofe Gentiles whom they 
were to baptize, are equally contained in this com- 
miflioti. 
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The qualifications of the fuhjc^ cannot pojfihly be de¬ 
termined by any pofitive rule. It feems, however, as 
if Dr. W. tliouglit <stherwife with regard to the fup- 
per of'!ur Lord; for, with reference to that appoint¬ 
ment, he fays ; ‘ I maintain,—that remembering Chrift, 
difeerning the Lord’s body, and previous Jeifexatnina- 
‘ tij-ii, arc efiintialqu-Alhcixtions ofa wortbycornmuni- 
-‘cant*.’ Admitted: but how docs he know it, or 
whence did he gain the intelligence ? F rom the law 
of nature? from general, moral precepts ? from the 
•Old Teftament, or from thofe parts of the New, 
in which the holy fupper is not mentioned ? to which 
fources of intelligence he applies, rcfpcciing qualifi¬ 
cations for baptifm. No, from nOne of ihefe; but, 
agreeably to the nature of the cafe, from the infiitu- 
tion of the facred fupper; from exprcfsly enatling 
terms of euchariftic law; atid from the pofitive di¬ 
rections of Paul, relating to the very tafe f.—Now, 
to be taught evangelical truth, to repent., and to believe 
in the Son of God, which we confider as the qualifi- 
•cations for baptifm; are not more of a moral nature, 
than thofe mentioned by our author, as efleniially 
neceflkry for the facred fiiiipcr. Nor arc thofe bap- 
•tifmal qualifications Icfs plainly contained, either in 
the law of baptifm, or in the hiftory of its pra6Iice 
-by apoftolic adminiftrators, than thofe particularized 
by Dr. W. telativc to the Lord’s table. 

How different is the conduct of my opponent, re- 
fpeding inftitutions of an equally pofitive nature ? Ac¬ 
cording to him, it is in vain to feelc, becaufe impof- 
fible to find, the qualifications for baptifm in the law 
of its appointment. He, therefore, has recourfc to 
ihc law of nature, and the Pentateuch of Mofes; to the 
Pfalms of David, and the fermons of ancient Pro- 


■* Vol.U. a<i;. + Lukcxzii. 19. 1 Cor. xi. 24, 25, 29. 
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phets; to the Rabbinical piofelyte bathing, and to 
various parts of tha Navv Tcftameiit, where baptifin 
is not mentIon-.J—where there is no allufion to it— 
and where, for au'j,!it appears 'to the contrary, the 
Evangelifts and Apoffles had no thought about it. 
Yet, as if ho had I'lddcnly chang ed fidos, or as if he 
were, at leall, ‘ enamoured ajid tempted’ with what 
he pronounces a g;ofs miftalie in our conduft; he 
no fooncr ‘ Ihows his opinion’ concerning qualifica¬ 
tions for the hr.ly fupper, than lie appeals to the lavj 
of it'^ inditution, aiid to the orders of Paul rcfpecting 
that very appoint/nent —inllfting, that die mental 
operations mentioned in tliafe pafTages are ejjjcntial 
qualifications for th.it facred rite. But why, in the 
name of wh.it he c.ilis ‘ the logical woild’—why 
fliould thofe words in the eucliariftical ffatute. Do 
this /« REMEMBRANCE of me, bc coiifulercd as mark¬ 
ing an ejfential rcquifite for the Lord's fupper ; 
while the following. Teach all nations, heiptizing 
them—He that believeth eind is haptized, are 
treated by him as if they had, either no regard at all 
to qualifications for bapiifm; or, at moft, rtfpciSted a 
mere circumjhmcc in thofe qualifications ; even though 
it tie evident, that they conftitute a diftinguifhed 
part of the baptifmal ftatute, and refer, not to the 
a£l of baptizing, but to the fubjedl ? And why 
ftiould thofe words, not discerning the Lorei's body 
—Let a man ex.amine himself, andjb let him cat, 
be confidercd as including a divine prefcription of 
'ejfential qu.ilifications for the holy table ; while the 
following p.ifl'ages. Repent be baptized every one 
f you—'Then they theit GLADLY RECEIVED his word 
were baptized—'fefus made and baptized moge dis¬ 
ciples than John—When they believed Philip 
preaching the things concerning the kingdom of God, 
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and the name ofjefus Chrijl, they were baplized both 
men and women—If thou belie vest with all thine 
heart, thou niayejl be bnptizcti— Many of the Corin^ 
thians htutring, CELlEV'Ea, and were baptized '--— 
:ijC icurcelv :t!io’,v2d a I’cariiig, with reference to qiui- 
liFication; for baptifn ? Why, did I aik ? 'I'lie reafon 
is plain, and i recal du queries- Bccaufc, did Dr. 
W. ad.nit, that the ‘ eirenlial qualifications’ for bap- 
tifin are marked in the law of that ordiniince, and in 
the other pall'ages to which I refer ; equally a» thofe 
for the facred fupper in the euchariftical ftatute, and 
in the texts to which he adv'erts; the right of infants 
to baptifm muft be abandoned; becaufe it would be 
admitting, that the very law of the ordinance lies 
againft it.—This manifeftly inconfiftent conduit of 
my opponent, refpeiting the rule of qualifications for 
baptifm, and for the holy fupper, is a ftrong indica¬ 
tion of his love to hypothefis. Nor is it lefs argumen¬ 
tative of his being keenly fenfiblc, that though the 
law of the holy fupper, and other paflages in the 
New Tellament, immediately relating to communi¬ 
on at the Lord’s table, may be fairly pleaded in direil 
oppofition to Infa.'it communion; yet, that neither 
the great law of baptifm, nor any other paifage in t!je 
Nev/Teftamcnt, directly applies to Infant baptifm, 
nor can be fo confirued as to apply at all, without 
much foreign aid, or a courfe of rcafoning from re¬ 
mote premifesj This ccuirider.-.tion may juflly excite 
a fufpicion, that the caufe he dcfeiids is not founded 
in Scripture.—I will not here adopt the high, martial, 
heroic tone of m/ opponent, and ‘challenge the 
‘ whole corps’ of Pxdobapcifls, to reconcile hispofi- 
tions and arguments co.iccmitig qu'.iliric.ilions for 
baptifm, with his logical labours reipedting tnofe for 
John iv. I. Atli ii. 3S, viii. w, 3'^, j"- mih. S. 

the 
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the Lord’s Supper; but I will fay, that fuch a recon¬ 
ciliation effected by him, would be worthy of his 
profeffed polemical fkill. Nay, 1 will venture to 
demand of Dr. W. a finglc; inftance of any lav/, 
divine or human, confidered by learned men as poji- 
tive, wife, and righteous ; in which the qualiiicatioiis, 
or char.iftcrs, of the fubjefts, arc not cither liteially 
exp’-cflcd, nr jdainiy implied. 

“The qiuil'fical'ions of the fahjeHs vf haptifm ‘inujl 
he rejlhcd to the diferetionary nature of the coimniffony 
vr the fuppofed wifdom and prudence of the adminif- 
irators ; equally as the choice of an audience^ the choice 
of a concionatory fubjehl^ and fo on. Thi-s is one of 
the moft extraordinary pofitions with which I remem¬ 
ber ever to have'met, from the pen of a Proteftant. 
The nature of the commidion diferetionary ! Then 
the Apoftles, and all the minifters of Chrift in fuc- 
ceeding times, provided they did fomething under 
the notion of preaching or leaching, and of baptizing i 
were entirely Juft at their liberty, to teach what they 
■pleafed, to baptize whom they fiiould think proper, 
and to perform that rite according to their own 
-option ! For the term drferetionary, fignilies unlimit- 
ei, unconjlrained*. —But was it for this that our 
Lord with fuch folemnity faid, All authority 
(t^suo-i*) is given to me in heaven and in earth ? 
Was it for this that he added. Teaching them to cb- 
ferve all things whatfoever 1 have coMi-AAtiTtzo yon ? 
From fuch an idea, common fenfe revolts. On fuch 
a notion, piety looks indignant. 

The qualifications of the fubjedts of baptifm, otw,/? 
be refotved to the tvifdom and prudence of the admini- 
Jlrators. Then it is much to be wilhed that their wif- 

* .Sec Dr. Joukso.n’s the word. 
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dom and prudence had always been as uncommonly 
great, as our author’s mode of expreflion is impro¬ 
perly novel. Becaufe, for any thing to be trjelvi il TO 
ibme other thing, is pjirafeology, to me at leall, al- 
mofl as new, as the fentiment expreffed is uncommon. 
Nay, it wese to be wifhed that the wifdom and pru¬ 
dence of each adminiffrator iiad been, not only fuppofedy 
but m//, and the clfects of a plenary divine infpira- 
tion. For as no adminiftrator ever thought hiinfelf 
an idiot, fo each will be fure to pay himfelf the com¬ 
pliment of at leaft fuppofmg, that he pofl'elles in fome 
degree both wifdom and prudence, relative to the 
■qualifications for baptifin. Confequently, if thofe 
qualifications be referred entirely to the wifdom and 
prudence of the adminiftrator, he ■mull have an un¬ 
doubted right to baptize .whomfoever he pleafes ; for 
there is no limitation, in this cafe, but what refpeds 
either his pleafure, or his power. So that though the 
wifdom ;uid prudence of my opponent do not didlate 
the propriety of baptizing any, except infants, with¬ 
out their confent; yet there have been many admini- 
ftrators, armed with fccular power, wiiofe wifdom and 
prudence have led them to confider both Jews and 
Pagans as polfclTing the necellary qualifications, gnd 
to baptize them in a coercive manner. This, though 
abhorrent from the religion of Jefus Chrift, is never- 
thelefs agreeable to our author’s principle. 

The qualifications of the fubjeiSl are equally re¬ 
ferred to the prudence of the adminiftrator, as the 
choice of an audience, the choice of a concionatory fub- 
jeff, and fo on. But has it been ufual for the Great 
Supreme to wave the exercife of his royal prerogative 
in matters of this kind, and to leave the qualifications 
for his ritual appointments to the option of depraved 
.creatures ? Docs this agree with, either the Divine 

fharaaler, 
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character, or the Divine conduct, as dcfcribed in the 
hiltory of ancient Jewilh rites ? No ; nor yet, fo far 
as I have obferved, with the profcfl'ed fentiinejits of 
any Proteftant, bcfiJes our au,i:hor,—This principle, 
with regard to baptifm, will do quite as well as the 
claim of infallibility. For if an adniinillrator do but 
confult his own ‘ fuppofed wifdom and prudence,’ 
relative to a candidate’s qualifications for baptifin, 
and adl accordingly, he cannot do wrong ; becaufe, 
the injuniStions and prohibitions of divine law being 
out of the quellion, it is a merely prudential affair. 

As to the choice of an audience^ with which Dr. W. 
compares the adminiftrator’s option of qualifications 
for baptifm, it feems to labour under a flight inconve¬ 
nience. For it may be juftly queftioned whether he 
himfelf be able always to procure an audience for his 
‘ conclonatorf addrefles, that is moil agreeable to his 
choice: or if he can, it muft, doubtlefs, be confidcred 
as refulting from an uncommon degree of ‘ wifdom 
* and prudence,’ and from the generally acknowledged 
importance of ‘ fliowing hh opinion’ to the public. 
—But though, in that refpedt, there may be fome- 
thing difeouraging to an adminiftrator, in making his 
cl^pice of qualifications for baptifm ; yet, in the felec- 
tion of a fubjcc^t on which to preach, and probably with 
reference to our author’s unknov/n et ccetcra, there is an 
immenfe field in which the fovereign inclination of an 
adminiftrator may range. Be it kno\wi therefore to 
all the adminiftrators of baptifm, for theif inftruiftion, 
encouragement, and comfort, that Dr. W. has pub- 
lifhed ‘ his opinionan! his deci'ive opinion is, 
Tiiat they arc under no more control, from our Lord’s 
com niffioii, relative to qualifications ior the ordinance; 
than they are with regard to a text, or the choice of 
fubjedl, for ‘ concionatory’ difeuffion. Whether there 
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be as great a variety of choice in the one cafe as in 
the other, he has nut indeed informed ns ; but that 
there is equal liberty ofcnoice, 01, that their ‘fappofed 
‘ wifdom and prudense’ have tfie jlvereign right of 
detenninafion alike ni Ootn cafes, he con'.iders as be¬ 
yond a doubt. 

Of this idea, TTit/i! a.lainijlrator discre¬ 
tionary poivcr to determine Hpooi the quahjicationsof 
a candidate for haptifm-, Dv. ■M. is extremely fond. For 
thus he fpe.iks : ‘ Fhe qiuliion is—.vhetlier the ad- 
‘ miniffrator, who has a difcrctiouarynfnt of judging 
‘ ahoutqualilications, It is fu.Hcient reafons to coneJude, 

‘ —that infants are fuch as are included ivithin our 
‘ Lord’s intention., when he in/lituted the ordinance— 

‘ A gofpel minifter—has a dijc'-etionary eommifiion rc- 
‘ lative to the fitnefs and (|iiaiilk'ation of an admilliblc 
‘ fiibjeef—The minifterial comaiidion to baptize (.as 
‘ well as to preach) is a dijcretionaiy HuJI —Fhistf^ 

‘ cretionnry iutureofthccommi;iio.i—If any-daufe this 
‘ difcrctionary trult, they are accountable to the Judge 
‘ of all —.5uch is the language of our author; and 
in favour of his opinion he quotes the following paf- 
fage fromDr.G ill: ‘ AdtniHion tobaptifm lies folelytn. 

* the bread: of the adminiftrator; who is the onlyj udgb 
‘ of qualifications for it, and has the foie power of re- 
‘ ceiving to it, and of rcjehling from it f.’ But is it 
not evident that the foie right of judging, which Dr. 
Gill aferibes So the adminitiator, is contrafted, not 
vf\th pofitive law, but with the church to which fuch 
adminillrator ftaiids related ? Whereas the contraff, 
formed by my opponent, lies between pofitive law, on 
the one part, and the prudence of an adminijlrator, on 
the other: for he denies that politive iaw either does, 

• Vol. I. 17,1S6, 115,'317, 409. + Vol. I. 73. Nate. 
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or pojfibly can determine the qualifications of the fub- 
jeci, and refers the whole of that affair to minifterial 
diferetion. Nowhere has Dr. Gilx, denied that the 
law ofbaptifm fixes the qualifiwtionsfor it;muchlefs 
has he any where conftiiutcd the didates of an admi- 
niftrator’s ‘wifdom and in udcncc’the llandardof thofe 
qualifications, in contradittindtion to the baptifmal fta- 
tuo, as Dr. W. has done.—Now, is tnerc not an effer»- 
tial difference between maintaining, that it belongs to 
the aJminiftrator only, to judge whether a candidate 
poffefs thofe qualifications which are prefcrilx-d by di¬ 
vine law; and an aJminifirator denying, that divine 
law preferibes any qualifications for that purpof-, but 
leaves them entirely to his own wiiilom an.l )> udence ? 
In the former cUf', divine law is acu.nowied'ied—is 
revered—and minilterial w/lilom has no employment, 
except in comparing the requilition of the law, with 
the apparent itate ot tire candidate,, and then to deter¬ 
mine. Whereas, in the latter-^ the adininiftrator’s 
own wifdom and jirudeiice ufurp the place of law- 
are treated as law—and are e ider no control. 

The nature of thofe qualifications concerning which 
my opponent fpeaks, is deferibed by him as follows. 
‘'‘Whatever belongs to the qualifications of the fub- 
‘ je£ts is entirely moral—By mera’/qinilificationsl un- 
‘ derftand, thofe qualifications which (ukI, as the mo- 
*ral Governor and Judge of the world, o quires of all 
‘ mankind, indifcriminatcly, confidered as immortal 
* and accountable creatures, according tr their various 
‘ circumftances, independent of pofitive authority, and 
‘ which are not ineafurable by any pofitive rule 
That the docfrlno of qualifications for baptifm here 
advanced is quite novel, muff, 1 think, be acknow- 


* Vol. If. 
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lodged; and that it is not derived, either from the law 
of baptifin,or from the hiftory of its adminiftration in 
die apoftolic times, is equally dear. But, notwith- 
P: m !ing this, as Dr. W .thinks it of great importance to 
Infiat rpriiik.l'ng,and as it enters deeply into his mode of 
deRji ..iig that pr idlicc, it fhaJI be carefully examined. 

I .idmit, laen, that qualifications for baptifin are of 
the moral kind; and fur that very reafon I conclude, as 
will be fhuwii in its proper place, that tlic ordinance 
cannot belong to infants. But, waving that for the pre- 
fent, I do not approve this ilex' doctrine of my oppo¬ 
nent, becaufe it i.s not agi et rdile, ei ther to the moral/late 
of man ; to the revealed cLaracicr of Clod; or to the 
(le/gn of the ordinance, as taugiit by Dr. W. himfelfi 
A’i?r the moralJlate of man^ for vvliofe’uf' br.jitifin was 
appointed. In this definition of qiialilk .tions for that 
inftitute, men ai'e conlidered merely under die notion 
of ‘ immortal and accountable creatures.’ But fuch 
were our firft parents in paradife; .uid" fuch would 
mankind univerfally have been, had ih-y never ofFcnd- 
ed God. Whereas the baptifmai rile was appointed, 
not for innocent, blit guilty creatures; not Ln upright,, 
but depraved rationals. Now this being a i inconf rover- 
tible fkcl:, is it not highly rcafonable lo fujipoie, that 
the qualifications for baptifin Ihould hai'e a direiff refer¬ 
ence to the moraljlate of the fubjedts, as well as to their 
natural character ? But the qualifications of which 
my opponent l^eaks^ refer to them barely as ‘ imin.or- 
‘ tal and accountable creatures;’ which is the charac¬ 
ter of our nature-, and would have belonged to us if 
we had never finned.—This, however, is contrary to 
the analogy of divine proceedings. F or do not all the 
inftitutes of holy worfhip, -in every age of the world j 
nay, does not the whole of dlvine relevation,, from the 
third Chapter of Genefis,to the end of the facred can- 

on> 
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on, proceed upon this fadt, Man is an apojiate^ a de¬ 
praved^ and a guilty creature ? It ought never to be 
forgotten, therefore, that the Bible is the religi n of 
si 'iNEits ; tii.it a.ll the ritual lervices prelcribed in it, 
as well as iLiidodlrines and promifes, are adapted to the 
character, tlie Hate, tae ciicumftantes tdfinners-, and 
that, as there never was but one perfon baptized of an 
oppofite charaitcr, fo even in that fingle inftance, the 
advantage of fnini rs-, and not his own, was the objedb 
he had in view.— To tais reprelentation of the cafe, 
the qualifications fir bapnf :i, as deferibed in the New 
Teftament, arc perfedliy agi teablc. For, do not that 
repentance on which John inliited, that teaching which 
our Lord prefei jbcd, and that faith which Philip re¬ 
quired, previous to bapufii, put it beyond a doubt, 
that the genuine qualificatidns for baptifm have an im¬ 
mediate regard to the apojlate flute of man ? Yet all 
this is entirely overlooked in the qualifications men¬ 
tioned by Dr. W. ! 

Not the revealed charadler of God, whofe inftitution 
baptifm is. For the qualifications deferibed by my 
opponent refpedl the glorious God, merely as ‘ the 
‘,moral Governor and Judge of the world.’ But fuch 
he was to our firft parents in their primitive ftate; and 
fuch heistoapoftateangels. Whereas, in each branch 
of holy worfliip, he Hands reve.-ded as the Gad of all 
grace. His cxprefsly revealed charafter, m the ordi¬ 
nance of baptifm, is. The Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit, as the one infinite Objeft of Chrif- 
tian w'qrfhip, into whofe adorable Name, as Dr, 
W, himfelf has taught us to underftand tiy ovop.ee,', 
difciples are to be baptized. Here the eternal Father 
appears, not only in his paternal relation to Jefus 
Chfift, but alfo as the fountain of mercies to miferable 
creatures: the not merely under his filial charao^ 
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ter, and as a divine Perfon; but as the redeemer of 
finners that were juftly condemned: and the Sacred 
Spirit, not barely as a diftinft Perfon in Deity, but 
as the great agent of the covenant—^as he who en¬ 
lightens and renews, who comforts and preferves the 
redeemed to everlafting life.—^Nor can I avoid con¬ 
cluding, that our author himfelf will accede to this re- 
prefentation. But why, then, have his qualifications 
no reference to thefe important particulars ? Why 
fhould his qualifications include no regard to depravi¬ 
ty of heart, or tranfgrelfions of life ? Why not fb 
much as imply, either a fenfe of guilt, or a view to 
pardoning mercy ?—^If it be the command of our Lord, 
which Dr. W. himfelf cannot deny, that every proper 
fubje(3: of baptifm (hould be baptized into the name 
ef the Father, and fo on ; there muft, furely, be fome- 
thing in that fublimeft of all names, which ought to be 
confidered as die objeifl; of reverence, of confidence, of 
hope, and of love. For the terms F ather, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, are the revealed charafter of the true 
God—of Him whom every real Chriftian adores. 
Why, then, fhould not the qualifications for baptifm 
include a dirc-fl regard to the love of the Father^the 
redemption of the Soh, and the fanSilfying influence of 
the Holy Spirit ? Why, admitting my opponent’s ac¬ 
count of qualifications to be juft, was repentance for 
fin, or faith in Chrift, or any thing elfe that rcfpeflrs 
redemption,by him, at all required by Jf)hn,by Philip, j 
or by any other adminiftrator in the primitive times? 
Nay, why fhould my opponent fix uponfuch qualifica¬ 
tions as would fuit the creed of a Deift, and agree to 
the chara<9:er of a Deill’s God, fuppofing Infidels 
were to pradfife a baptifmal rite? for they acknow¬ 
ledge a Being who is ‘ the moral Governor and Judge 
‘ of the world.’—'Did I repeatedly ailt, why ? the rea- 
*-*' foil 
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fon is plain. Dr. W. is convinced that die old grounds^ 
on which Psedobaptifm has commonly been defended,are 
infufficicnt. This impelled him-to feek for new foun^ 
dations : and when he had very happily, as he thought, 
difcovered this, and fome others of fimilar excellence, 
that would prove effe^ual, he faid; ‘ I will anfwer al- 
MY party I alfo will Jhow mine opinion. ’ Nor is it 
unreafonable for us to fuppofe, that, with Elihu, he fe- 
credy added; For I am full of mattery the fpirit 
within me constraineth me.Beholdy my belly is as 
wine which hath no vent ; it is ready to burji like new 
bottles, /will fpeak, that I may be refrejhed: I WILL 
open my lips and anfwer*. Then he comes forth, fraught 
with demonftratiofi, and bold ‘ toconfront, to break, 

‘ and to rout,’ every ‘ phalanxl that dares to oppofe him. 
Not the deftgn of baptifmy as explained by him- 
felf. For he tells us that Chriftian baptifm exhibits, 

‘ the remilHon bf fins—falvation through Chrift—uni- 
‘ on and communion with Chrift—Chrift as our fpi- 
‘ ritual coveringand completerighteoufnefs-—the down- 

* pouring of the Spirit—regeneration—fandlification, 

* or the cleanfmg effeft of the Spirit on a polluted foul 

< _»and, man’s all-sufficient good ; and this is 
‘ what baptifm exhibits in a very exprefs and glorious 
‘ Matt, xxviii. igf.’—Now, in thecxhibition 

of thefe bleffings, it is manifeftly taken for granted, 
that the fubjeifts of baptifm arenotonly ‘Immortal and 

‘ accountable creatures;’ but alfo that they aie depraved, 
and guilty, that they are mifcrable and unworthy crea¬ 
tures. Nor does the exhibition of thefe bleffings lefs 
plainly imply, that God manifefts himfelf in the bap- 
tifmal ordinance, not merely as ‘ the moral Governor 
‘ and Judge of the world;’ but principally as merciful 
and gracious—zs the fountain of happinefs to miferable. 

tx + Vol. I* 
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finners, and as the fupreme good of real believers. 
How, then, fliould that defcription of qualifications on 
which I am animadverting—^a defcription in which the 
proper fubjeds ofbaptifm are not diftinguilhed from 
perfedti V innocent creatures, and in which the glorious 
God is chara£i:erized no otherwife than as he appears 
to devils, agree with the dcfign of baptifm, as repre- 
fented by Dr. W. ? An account of prerequifites for 
baptifm, in one view, fo undefined; and a charafter of 
the gracious God, fo frigid; as are very unfuitable to 
that affemblage of divine blcffings, which my oppo¬ 
nent confiders as exhibited by baptifm. 

I faid, in sne view undefined; becaufe, in another, it 
feems as if nothing (hort of perfect hollnefs were the 
qualification of proper fubjefts. For what elfe can be 
the natural import of thefe words; ‘ Whatever belongs 
‘ to the qualifications of the fubjeils is Entirely moral 
‘ -—By moral qualifications I underftand, thofe quali- 
‘ fications which God, as the moral Governor and. 

‘ Judge of the -world., REQUIRES of all mankind^ 

‘ indiferimmately, confidered as im?nortal and accountable 
creatures, atcording to their various circumftanceifr* 
Now, it being undeniably plain that God, ‘ as the mo- 
‘ ral Governor and Judge of the world, ’ has given the 
moral law for the rule of our moral condudl; it being 
equally evidenj that this law ‘ requires of all mankind, 
‘ indiferiminately,’ moral qualifications in perfection ; 
and our auAor denying that there either is, or 
can be, any pefitive rule, or any thing to dire£l us, 
with regard to qualifications for baptifm, befides mo¬ 
ral precepts and moral principles; it follows, by necef- 
fary confequence, that perfeSi holinefs is the only qu;di- 
fication for baptifm.—'That this is contrary to my op¬ 
ponent’s baptifmal pradice, there is no doubt: but it. 
is, neverthelefs, his own rule. He ought, therefore 
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to be confiftent, either to renounce his favourite ftand- 
ard ofbaptifmal qualihcations, or never more to admi- 
nifter baptifmj except he meet‘with any, in whofo 
lives there is no defedl, and in whofe hearts there is 
no tendency to fin. But were he to meet with fuch 
angels in flefh raid blood, they would have no need of 
a Saviour, and much lefs of baptifm; nor could it, 
though adniniftered. hr; au exhibiuon to them, of fins 
remitted^ i.vrr.’.j/.' Cvritt-^ and fo on, as he 

has (.ro'ht to .nalcr lU 

If our authoi d(i not n.can to include the idea of 
perfefi holiiicfs in ins moral qualifications for baptifm, 
by what rule^ and to what degree^ does he limit the im¬ 
perfection ? becaufe no perfon can be cojifidered as 
qualified for any fervice,or any privilege,tvithoutfome 
rule by which to judge. Suppofing, then, J)r. W.’s 
moral ftandard (for he cannot bear the thought of ojic 
that \s fofitive) to contain a hundred degrees; how 
nearto thefummitmuft the moral qualifxntions of an 
adult approach, to render liim admiffiblc ? Is ir necef- 
fary they fhould rife to the ninetieth, die fiftieth, or the 
tenth degree? It leeins, indeed, by variouis particulars 
contained in my opponent’s performance, that a very 
fmall meafure of moral qualifications is, with him, fuf- 
licient: not only becaufe he infifts, that mere infants 
jwflefs thofc qualifications in a plentiful manner; but 
becaufe he maintains that every unbaptized adult^ in a 
Chriftian country, who is willing to employ an admi- 
niftrator, has a claim to the ordinance. Nay, his lan¬ 
guage implies, that it is the duty of every fuch perfon 
to be baptized Now as Dr. W. himfclf cannot but 
fuppofe that there are in this country, and in otliers, 
called Chrijliant fome unbaptized perfons of the moft 
profligate charaCIer; as he maintains'that it is incum- 
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bent on all fuch to be baptized; and as he contends 
that their qualifications for baptifm are entirely of a 
moral nature; fo we may juftly conclude, that the very 
firjl degree of qualifieations, on his moral ftandard, is 
quite fufficicnt. For, notwithftanding all he fays a- 
bout 7 noral qualifications for baptifm, ?tierc u'illingnej} 
to employ an adminiftrator, or to accept his offered fcr- 
vice, includes the whole of what is neccfiary; and, 
with reg.'ird to almoff all whom he baptizes, even that 
is not required.—'Fhis being the cafe, why docs he fo 
often fpeak in the plural, of quarficnllom for baptifin ? 
and why does he reprcfimt thofe qualifications as be¬ 
ing the fame in their nature, their number, and their 
degree, with thofe which God, ‘ as the moral Govirnor 
‘ requires of all mankind, indifcriminatclyr’ 

As if God, under the characSter of a moral Sovereign, 
required nothing of mankind, indiferiminateh, except 
a wlllingnefis to be baptized ! 

After all, it may perhaps, v/ith feme readers, admit 
of a doubt, what he means by moral qualifications. 
But that he does not mearr repentance., and faith, and 
a profiffion of them, is very clear: becaufe, as necef- 
firy qualifications for baptifm, he rejects them all. 
That he does not mean virtuous habits, nor holy af¬ 
fections appearing in thc conduSi, is equally plain: for 
iffo, how could he maintain, with any appearance of 
confiftency, that in a Chriffian country it is incumbent 
on EVHRV un*baptized peifai—he does not fay,to read 
his Bible, to’pray, or to attend an evangelical minifiry, 
if in his power—^but to he baptized ? bccaufe it flrong- 
ly implies, that every fuch perfon, let hun be as profli¬ 
gate as he may, is duly qualified. For, furely, he does 
not mean to afl’ert, that .it is incunibcnt on any to be 
b.rptizcd, who are not qualified to receive the ordi¬ 
nance.—^If, by its being incumbent on tire foremention- 
H 3 cd 
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ed perfons to be baptized, he mean, that it is their 
duty, not immediately, but only in a remote fenfc; he 
is guilty of perverting language, and of abufmg his 
readers. For he might as v/ei]> have faid, that it is 
} ncumbent on every u nbaptized profligate in this country, 
to be a member of fame particular church., and to re- 
cieve the Lord’s flipper: which, neverthclefs, Dr. W. 
neither afTerts, nor believes. 

Some, therefore, may perhaps imagine that, by 
• mcral quulifcationi,’ be intends natural powers fur 
moral agency, and that thefe conftitute a proper fub-. 
jcvSl of baptifm. But this would be an abufe of lan¬ 
guage, of which I think him incapable. For moral 
qualifications aie the amiable qualities, the virtuous' 
turn, and the righteous exercife, of natural powers, 
ibr moral agency. Had he meant thofe natural 
poweis tliemfelves, detached from the idea of their 
qualities and exercife, his talking of moral qualifica¬ 
tions for baptilin, would liave been only faying, that 
7 nen, and not brutes ; that rational creatures, and not 
flocks or flones, arc to be baptized. But neither the 
.Pa;dobapti(ls, egregioufly as, in his eftimatc, they 
Jiave blundered, and efpccially with regard to the na¬ 
ture of pofitlve infiitUtions; nor yet the Baptifts, 
who are fo prone unmercifully to ‘ screw’ pofitive 
inftitutes in ‘ the vice of bigotry i’ had the leaft need 
of .nn Elihu to ‘Ihow his opinion’ refpefting 'this 
particular. 

Having taken thefe different views of his very 
.extraordinary hypothefis, refpefting the qualifications 
for baptifm—an hypothefis invented by Dr. W. to 
relieve Paedobaptifm from fome of thofe difficulties 
under which it labours; I fhall only further obferve, 
that it neither fupports the caufe for which it is 
brought, nor does any honour to the genius of its 

inventor. 
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inventor. For, confidered in various lights, it ap¬ 
pears to be inconfiftent with the fcriptural doctrine of 
baptifna, refpefting the moralJlate of man, the revealed 
charafier of God, artd the defign of the ordinance, as 
explained by Dr. W. himfelf. It is alfo inconfiftent 
with his ovon praSiice, and, either with common fenfcy 
or with intelligible compofttion. If the latter, it .will 
be needful for him to publifti a comment, in order trf 

* (how his opinion’ relative to this affair; that it may 
no longer be, what he elegantly calls, ‘ a latent 
-* myfterythat is, in plain Englifti, a fecret fecret. 

But my opponent endeavours to demonftrate, that 
moral qualifications for baptifin are ‘ not meafurable 
‘ by any pofitive rule,’ and thus he argues: ‘ If the 
‘ nature of the qualifications required be fuch as do 

* not, nor polfibly can, admit of a pofitive Jiandard to 

* determine them, it is abfurd to fay, that the qualifi- 
‘ cations themfelves, be they what they may, make 
‘ any part of the poftivenefs of an inftitution. But all 
‘ moral qualifications are fuch —This, however, is 
far from proving his point. The queftion before us 
confifts of two branches. One of them is. Do the 
qualifications of the fubje 61 : conftitute any part o^the 
baptifmal ftatute, confidered as pofitive ? The other 
is. Are thofe qualifications to be known, or determin¬ 
ed, by a pofitive rule ? Each of which he ftrongly 
denies; but if is negation without proof. His argu¬ 
ment takes it for granted, that moral qualifications 
cannot be under the dire£iionofa/>o/?f/oi? rule; where¬ 
as, that is one main thing to be proved. 

That there is a Standard by which to determine the 
qualifications of the jfubjedl, fecms to be fully allowed 
by Dr. W. 7 'hat ftandard, therefore, muft be either 
human or divine. If the farmery the power of creating 
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and fixing it muft refide, either in the wifdom and 
plcafure of a colle£tive body, or in thofe of individuals: 
perhaps, in the prudence oiadmtni/iratorsy for which my 
opponent declares. It is manifeft, however, that in 
both cafes the ftandard will vaijy in proportion to the 
difference there is among the framers of it, refpedting 
their .piety, their parts, their prejudices, their fecular 
interefts, or their caprice. So that tliere may be as 
many different ftandards, as there are adminiftrators: 
yet each of them warranted to abide by his own, in 
contradiftindlion to all the reft. Nay, the very fame 
adminiftrator, in different, though perfedtly fimilar in- 
ftances, may form his determination by a different 
ftandard. Thus tfie rule of qualifications for the bap- 
tifmal inftitiite would be a mere Proteus; which is 
contrary to the nature of a Jlandard-, and to the ana¬ 
logy of pofitive rites. 

If the latter,^ it muft be either moral or pofitive. 
If moral., it muft be either what is called the law of 
nature, or the written law. But, as the law of 
nature knows nothing of Chriftian baptifin, fo it 
muft be equally ignorant of the proper qualifications 
for that inftitute. Befides, the law of nature being 
the law of humanity, extends its obligation to all man¬ 
kind, in every age, and in every country. Confe- 
quently, if the qualifications might be known by that 
law, it would be incumbent on every man.^ without ex¬ 
ception, to be baptized. This, however, is not only 
abfurd, but contrary to our author’s own fentiment: 
for he confines the obligation to thofe that live in a 
Chriftian country.—If by the moral written law, it 
muft be that which requires us to love God with all 
our hearts, and our neighbours as ourfelves ; for there 
is no other. But this law, as before obferved, infifts 
upon perfection, both as to moral qualities in the heart, 

and 
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and moral conduct in the life. If, therefore, the mo¬ 
ral qualifications for Jsaptifin are to be learned from 
the moral written law, independant of any pofitive 
precept or direftion; the adminiftrator will never be 
able to fix on any qualifications that come fhort of 
moral perfection, or of complete obedience; the law 
itfelf, which is the rule of his conduct, not being fi- 
tisfied with any thing Icfs. I'hus, inftead of infants 
in general, and of all confenting adults, in a Chrifiiati 
country, being duly qualified for baptilin; our author 
will not be able to find a fingle individual that is fit 
for the ordinance. It follows, therefore, by inevita¬ 
ble confeqiiencc, either, that none flioukl be baptized, 
gr that we mull look for the requifite qualifications in 
fome rule of a pojitive kind—a rule which, with re¬ 
gard to man, involves the idea of ignorance and of 
guilt; but, refpeCting God, of inftruCfion, and of par- 
doii, through the Mediator. Such a rule, we may 
venture to fay, is contained in the lawofbaptifm; and 
agreeable to that rule, was baptifm adminifiered in the 
apoftolic times. 

But Dr. W. proceeds thus: ‘ If the qualifications 
‘ required be fuch in their nature, as are mfinliely •va- 
‘ riahle^ according to the infinitely variable circum- 
‘ (lances in which the fabjcCl may be, it would fol- 
‘ low, that noife could be proper adminiftrators of bap- 
‘ lifn, on our*.iuthor’s principles, but fuch as pofilff.d 
‘ infinite knowledge ! But the mond qualifications of 
‘ faith, repentance, knowledge, and fo on, which our 
‘ opponents contend for, are fuch; Therefore, the 
‘ qualifications cannot be ranked as any part of a p .- 
‘ fitive inftitute, bat upon this fuppofition, that GoJ 
‘ communicates to theadminiftrators whatis incommu- 
‘ nicable, which is an exa6l knowledge of the moral 
f. n-,.o f-iUnr f-r^-ntiires in circunillances inh- 
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‘ nitdy variable, which is abfurd*.’ Never, furely, 
was the idea of extreme variablepefs puihed to a great¬ 
er extent than it is in the prefent cafe ! Three times 
does our author conneft the epithet infinitely^ with 
the term variable \ though the generality of writers 
would have thought the word indefinitely ftrong e- 
nough. But, be that as it may, if this argument have 
any force it will prove too much, and lie equally a- 
gainft tlie hypothefis of Dr. W., as againft ours. 
For the defign of it is to evince, that moral qualiiica- 
toons, being extremely variable in their degrees, can 
have no certain ilandard in merely pofttive law, to 
guide the adminiftrator. But while our author ad¬ 
mits that the qualifications are entirely moral, and 
that they come fhort of finlefs perfection; thofe qua¬ 
lifications muft appear equally variable, when viewed 
by an adminilfrator with reference to a merely moral, 
as to a pofitivo ftatxlard. For that variablcnefs docs 
not conlift, more or ufs, in the t-K/r, whether it be 
confidered as moral, or pofitive; but in the qualifica¬ 
tions themfehes. Confeqiicntly, the adminiftrator 
w»ll have as much need of ‘ infinite knowledge,’ in the 
one cafe as in the other. 

Again: Various as the degrees ‘of knowledge, re- 
‘ pentance, and faith may be,’in different fubjects; 
Mr. B. is able to determine, without [jolleSing ‘ infi- 
‘ nite knowledge,’ that mere infants haiae no degree of 
repentance, faith, or knowledge of fpiritual things. 
On his own principles he may, therefore, fafely con¬ 
clude, that they arc not proper fubjedfs of the baptif- 
mal rite. Nor can he hazard much by determining, 

' that thofe adults who are grofsiy ignorant of them- 
felves, as perifhing finners, and of Jefus Chrift, as 
the only Saviour; or thofe that arc habitually and no- 
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torioufly profligate; have not any degree of fpiritual 
knowledge, of genuiiie repentance, or of living faith*. 
He may, therefore, agreeably to his own principles, 
coi;clude that they are not fuitable fubjefts of the or¬ 
dinance. Thus far, in the negative, he may venture 
to go, without poffeffingthe attribute of omnifcience; 
and whether he have need of ‘ infinite knowledge ’ to 
determine on the pofitive fide of the queftion, fliall 
now be confidered. 

Be it obferved, then, that this argument proceeds on 
a great miftake. For it fuppofes that, aCcording.-to 
our principles, no adminiftrator can determine whe¬ 
ther any candidate, who profefles repentance and 
fiiith, be a proper fub]p£t of the inftitution ; except 
the adminiftrator to whom he applies pofTefs ‘ an exa£t 
‘ knowledge of his moral ftate,’ as it really is in the 
fight of God. Whereas, nothing mahitained, nothing 
believed by us, of which I am aware, involves any 
fuch confequence. Our avowed principle, with re¬ 
gard to this particular, is; That there Ihould be a 
pirfonal and credible, profession of repentance and 
faith, made by the candidate, before any adminiftrator 
is warranted to baptize him. But does this infer the 
necelfity of an adminiftrator poflelling ‘ infinite know- 
‘ ledge,’ by which to difeern with precifion the ‘ mo- 
‘ ral ftate ’ <»f a candidate ? May not divine, pofitive 
law require fuch a profellion, and may not an adini- 
niftrator form the requifite conclufion upon it, with¬ 
out being able precifely to diftingiiifh the degree of re¬ 
pentance and faith fo profefled—^nay, without being 
CERTAIN that there is any degree of true repentance, 
or of genuine faith ?—^It-is recorded of Simon the for- 
cerer that he believed.) was baptized-k. Now, 
Dr. W. himfelf, I prefume, does not confider that ma- 

« - r... ii. lA—10. t Aits viii. la. 
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gician as really believing in Jefus Chirft. He muft, 
therefore, view him ss profeJJingjLO believe the things 
concerning the kingdom of God, and the name of Jefus 
Chriji: which profelTion Philip, not being able to 
fearch the heart, confidcrcd as credible ; or elfe we 
cannot with rcafon fuppofe that he would have bap¬ 
tized him. 

Agreeable to this view of the cafe, is the language 
of our oppofers. Thus, for inftance, Mr. Plake ; 

‘ Let Mr. Cokbet, horn New hingland, in this par- 

* ticular be heard, who lays down this conclufion; 

* That the church, in difpetftng an enjoined initiatory 
*feal of the covenant of grace, looketh into vifbility of 

* intercjl in the covenant to gui/le her in the application 

* thereof ; nor is the favlng interejl oj the perfons her 

* rule by which jhe is to proceed. There we find, in 
‘ the affirmative, what that is that muft lead; viz. 

‘ vifiblility cf intereft in the covenant: and, in the ne- 
‘ gative, what muft not lead; and that is, favlng in- 
‘ tereft in the covenant*.’—Thus Mr. Jonathan 
Edwards: ‘The queftion is not, whether Chrift 
‘ hasaaade converting grace,or piety itfelf, the condition, 

* or rule, of his people’s admitting any to the privileges 

* of members in full communion with them. There is 
‘ no one qualification of mind whatfoever, that Chrift 
‘ has properly made the term of tliis: no, «ot fo much 

* as a common belief that Jefus is the Mcfftah, or a 

* bel ief of the being of a God. It is the credible PRo- 
‘ FESstON and vifbility of thefc things, that is the 
‘ church’s rule in this cafe f.’ —^Now thefe are ‘ com- 
‘petentand unexceptio.nablc witnclles’ to the. ttuth, 
the propriety, and the importance of that very princi¬ 
ple on which we proceed, in the adminiftration of 

• Cawrjflr;/ Chap. VII. Stft. ix. p. 10;. •)• hiqutty 
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baptifm. Nor do they feem to have had the Icaft fuf- 
picion of baptifm not being a merely pofitive inftitiite; 
nor yet that ‘ infinite knowledge’ is necefl'ary to dif-‘ 
tingnifh the moral qualifications, either for that or- 
dinaoc--, or for full communion at the Lord’s table. 
Did v/e maintain that any thing more than a credible 
profefiion of repentance tgivard God, and faith toward 
cur Lord 'Jefus Chrifl, is neceflary to warrant the ad- 
minifiration of baptifin to any peifon ; or did wc con- 
fidcr it as criminal for an adminiftrator to baptize a 
candidate, who does not really pofiafs that fiith in his 
heart, of which he makes a plaufibie confedion with 
his mouth*—foconfeffes, that thert is no apparent e- 
vidence to the contrary j then, indeed, that ahfurd 
confequence mentioned by Dr. W. might be charged 
upon us. But this is manifi illy far from being the cale. 

The futility of my opponent’s argflment may be 
/h.nvn, bv appealing to infiances of a fimilar kind. So, 
for example, the circumcilloa of pjrofelytes to the jew- 
ifii religion has, for aught I have obferved, been uni- 
verfally confidered by learned men as a merely pofitive 
inftitute: yet the qurdificatioiis of adults for that rite, 
were manifeftly and entirely moral, 'Lhis the very na¬ 
ture of the cafe plainly fuppofes. Becaufe no CJentile, 
educated in fuperftition and idolatry, could ever vo¬ 
luntarily and finccrely become a candidate for admif- 
fion into the Jewilh church, except he renounced the 
falfe ohjedts of his former worfliipj coiifidercd Jeho¬ 
vah as the only true God; and was dirpofed to obferve 
the various laws of Judaifm, according to the cove¬ 
nant made at Horeb. Nov/, as thefc things are mani>- 
feftly of a war/?/nature j foit is equally plain, that the 
Jews could not receive a candidate for circumcifion, 
without violating the grand principles of tliat CEco- 
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nomy, except he made fuch a profeffion of converfion to 
Judaifm as they judged to be fiiicere.—Agreeable to 
this is that reprefentation of the cafe which is given 
by Dr, Jennings. For he informs us that, accord¬ 
ing to the Jewifli rabbies, the preparation for admit¬ 
ting a profelyte confifted in an examination^ whether 
it was the love of any Jewilh woman; the fear of any 
temporal punifhment; the profpeft of any worldly ad¬ 
vantage ; ora finccre love to God and his law, that ex¬ 
cited in him a dtfirc of admiffion into the Jcwifh 
church. Having given a fttisfadfory anfwerto thefe 
quefliohs, he was then injlru£fed\n the Jewilh religion. 
After this, he folemnlyprofejfedhis alTent to the doflrines 
wliich had been propofed to him; promiling to perfe- 
vere in the faith and praftice of die law of God, as 
long as he lived *. 

The doiSlrine of circumcifion, relative to profelytes 
from among the Gentiles, may therefore bcjulilycon- 
fidered ps a complete anfwer to that confident requi- 
lition of Dr. W., where he fays: ‘ I beg leave to de- 
‘ mand ONE INSTANCE out of all the numerous 
‘ precepts, which Mr. B. calls pofitive, delivered by 
‘ Mofes to the chofen tribes, that required in the fub- 
‘ je£l a difcriminating moral qualification f Or will 
he, to maintain the negative of this, alTert, that the 
Gentiles were admitted to circumcifion*and into com¬ 
munion with the Jewilh church, without the leaft re¬ 
gard to any alteration in their moral fentimcnts and re¬ 
ligious views ? But if fo, divine law muft have per¬ 
mitted fuch an admilfion for merely fecular purpofes; 
niuft have acknowledged thofe for true fubjefts of the 
ancient Theocracy, who did not profefs to venerate 

* JeouiJh Antiquities,VdiA.'f. 132,133 Vid. Ikenii 
llehr. Pars I. Cap. I. § i;. Brctn. i735. Relandi Antiq. 
Uf^r. Pars n. Cap. VII. §14. Trajeft. Bat. 1717. Ains- 
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Jehovah, as the King of Ifracl; and muft have tole¬ 
rated, in Gentile profglytes, thofe difpofitions that were 
abfolutely forbidden to exift in the heart of any Jew. 
—If, then, a credible profeflion of regard to Jehovah' 
as the only true God, and of being difpofed to obey 
his laws as eftabliflied among the Jews, was previoul^ 
ly neceflary to the circumcifion of a Gentile profel}'te; 
why fliould it be thought impoflible for the law of 
baptifm to require an equally credible profefiion of re¬ 
pentance and faith, from every candidate for that in- 
ftitution ? Yet this our author will not adihit, even 
with reference to the moft profligate adults, when wil¬ 
ling to be baptized !—Nay, Dr.' W. himfelf, when 
fpeaking of adults and infants being circumcifed, fays; 

* The adult had an opportunity of tejlifying his ajfcnt, 

‘ belief and fulmijfton. He had the advantage [over 
‘ infants] of devout preparation, by prdyer and falling. 

‘ And on thefolemn occafion ofperforming the duty,he 
‘ was capable of reflecting on its nature, defign and ob- 
‘ ligations. And, in fhort, all his life after he could 
‘ [do] no lefs than recollcEl his personal engage- 
‘ ments This, if I milfake not, is '■plump againft’ 
himfelf. 

Another of my opponents who, like Dr. W., no 
fooner fteps into the field of controverfy than he cries. 
Hearken *TO ME; I also will show thee 
MINE OPINION —is of a fentiment quite the reverfe, 
and, with regard to the circumcifion of Abraham’s na¬ 
tural pofterity, runs into an oppofite extreme. For 
thus Mr. Pirie: ‘It is indifputably evident—^that 
‘ «an<f of [Abraham’s] offspring were circumcifed with- 
‘ out refpedi to their faith —The very infants were 

* circumcifed with refpefl to their faith-^So evident 
‘ is it, that the fle/hly birth never gave any title to cir- 
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‘ cumcifion—Thus circumcifioii and baptifm have 

* been adminiftered on the fame [boting, even a profef^ 

* 'fton of the faith of Abraham*.’—But, when two dif- 
putants appear in defence of Infant baptiim, equally 
claiming the folemn confequence of an Eliiiu, and yet 
contradidt one another in an article of the firft impor¬ 
tance to their common caufe, who fliall decide ? 

Again; Dr. W. maintains the antiquity of Jewi/li 
profelyte baptifm., to be greater than that of John the 
Baptift’s public miniftry f: and, confcquentIy,hc con- 
fiders it as exilting while the laws of Judaifm were in 
their full force. Now that rite, whether it was from 
Heaven, or of mcn.^ and whenever it firft come into 
ufe, was common to both fexes; and it is, I prefume, 
confidered by all the world, except Dr. W., as of a 
merely pofitive kind.—Ha\dng, therefore, already feen, 
that no adult male from among the Gentiles could le¬ 
gally have been admitted to circumcifion, without a 
credible profeffion of his own moral qualifications for 
that ordinance; the argument is equally valid, with re¬ 
gard to adult females, in reference to the profelyte bap- 
tifmf For, can my opponent, or any other man, fup- 
pofe, that no moral qualification was required of any 
fuch female candidate for tha.t Jewifli bathing ; or that 
the requifite qualification could be known, by thofe 
concerned, without a credible profeffion ?—This ar¬ 
gument is merely ad hominern-, and fo the ceader will 
confider it. 

I will here add, as our author, in his confident de¬ 
mand before mentioned, takes it for granted that there 
is andifference, refpecting moral qualifications, 
between the pofitive rites of Judaifm, and thofe of 
Chriftianity; it may with propriety be demanded, 

* Abtendixto DlffirtcU, p. 154, 155,158. f Vol. I- i??- 



Chap. IV^.] and AnalogicalReafoning. l6l 
How he came to be acquainted with that important 
difference ? Whence does he gain his intelligence, that 
moral qualifications were mt required, previous to a 
participation of Jewifli ceremonies, and that they are 
ncceffary to Chriftian baptifin; except from divine 
law, i;i connexion witli Jewifli, or with Apoftolic 
pravSice, in the one cafe and in the other ? He will not 
pretend to extraordinary infpiration, as the fource of 
his knowledge. Did he, then, obtain it from the law 
of nature ? that is impolHble: for it knows nothing 
of either the Jewifh or the Chriftian Difpenfation, as 
fuch. From the merely moral precepts of Scripture? 
but they lay nothing of divine, pofitive inftitutes. 

From the difference between the Jewjlh and the Chrif¬ 
tian church ? but, according to him, that difference is 
extremely fmall. Befides, that difference would equal¬ 
ly have fufficed to indicate the ‘elTential qualifications’ 
for the holy fupper. Whereas, when fpeaking of 
thofe requifites, he has immediate recourfe to the laio 
of inftitution, and to apoftolic precepts, exprefsly re¬ 
lative to that very cafe. And though, as before ob- 
ferved, thofe ‘eflential qualifications’ be manifeftly of 
a moral nature; yet he docs not feem to be in the leaft 
apprehenfive, that ‘ infinite knowledge’ is ncceffary for 
him to determine, whether a candidate be poffeflM of 
them. For he exprefsly tells us: ‘ Nothing is more 
‘ evident tlian ijiat every adult candidate for Chriftian 
‘ fellowftiip fliouldgive fane account of his qualifi- 
‘ CATIONS, to the church to which he is about to join 
‘ hirafelf*.’—li, then, he could not know what kind 
of qualifications was ncccflary for the Jewifli rites, ex¬ 
cept from the laws of their inftitution, or from thcau- 
tncntic hiftory of their authorized pia<Stice; and if he 
Icain the cfl'cnti:d qualifications for communion at the 

Ao'r on Morrice, p. 134. 
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Lord's table, from the lawof that fervice, and from the 
exprefs orders of an ApoftlerefpecSing that ordinance j 
it feems both natural and neceflary to conclude, that 
the qualifications in queftion, ff at all known, muft be 
learned from perfedtly fimilar fources: that is, the 
law of baptii'm, and apojlollc praifke. 

But Dr. W. endeavours to reinforce his argument 
by adding: ‘ If Mr. B. thinks to evade this by faying. 
It is fufficient to conftitute an inftitution merely po- 
fitive, that thofe qualifications, though entirely mo- 
“ ral, are ahfolutely dependant on the fuvereign pleafure 
“ of God, [as well as the mode of adminiftration;”] the 

* evafioH is of no fervice.’ Evafion ! by no means; for 
it meets the objeft. But it is of no fervice. That is 
pollible; but how does it appear in fa£i? Why, it is 

* in effedl to fay, If it be the fovereign pleafure of God, 

* he can appoint impojfbiUcies and contradidiions.’ In¬ 
deed ! But hew is that proved? Thus; ‘The evafive 
‘ objedlion fuppofes, that though the qualifications be 

* moral, yet the appointment of fame moral qualities 

* rather than others, for faith and repentance, 

‘ is a pofitive confideration. That is, it is not the 

* ^ure but the appointment of fuch qualifications which 
‘ conftitutes them poftive.’ This, now, is to be con- 
fidered as demonftration, that my principles reprefent 
God as appointing‘impoflibilities andcontradidtions!’ 
But I have never yet ‘ fliown my opinion ’ to be, that 
the divine- appointment of qualifications,, in themfelves 
moral, conftitutes them/i^/iwjas my opponent would 
have his readers believe. No} my view of the hd. 
is, that the divine appointment itfelf, of qualifications 
depending entirely on the fovereign will of. God, is 
merely poftive', and that the morality of thofe qualifi¬ 
cations does not convert baptifin into an ordinance 
p.'urtly moral. For, confidered as baptlfmal qualifica¬ 
tions, 
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tions, there is nothing in repentance, in faith, or in a 
profeiBon of them, which does not abfolutely depend 
on the fovereign and revealed pleafure of God. I faid, 
as 'B.A.VTisuA.L qualifiixitlons-, becaufs that is the 
point of light in which they now come before us. 
M'jrak in themfclvcs; but, in tlieir fovereign deftina- 
tion, merely pofttive. 

The verbal form of adminiftration, if I miftake not, 
comes under a fimilar confideration. For as the di- 
vinechara( 5 fers contained in it, far from expreffingany 
thing of a merely ritual and external nature, denote 
eternal and perfonal relations in Deity; fo, at one time, 
worfliip ftridlly moral, and, at another, that which is 
merely pofitive, may be paid to the glorious God, un¬ 
der the fame perfonal diftinftions. Does a minifter of 
of the word, for inftance,*difmifs a religious alTcmbly 
by devoutly faying. The grace of the Lord Jefus CfjriJfy 
and the love of God, and the communion of the Holy 
Ghojl, be with you all P it is a folemn prayer, and 
worlhip ftriffly moral. But does he, when adminif- 
tering the ordinance under confideratlon to any can-, 
didate, (blemnly fay; I baptize thee in the Name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
CrHOST ? he performs an aft of merely pofttive wefr- 
fhip. For though the fame Divine Perfons are ac¬ 
knowledged and adored in both cafes; yet, in the lat¬ 
ter of them, there is an emphatical fmgularity attached 
to the aft of b:fptizing, in a manner that has no paral¬ 
lel, nor any thing fimilar, in either the Old or the 
New T elfament. This appropriation of the fublimeft of 
all forms of expreflion, being fo ftngular, fo plainly ap¬ 
pointed, and fo confined by divine orderto the adminif¬ 
tration of baptifm; the regular and folemn ufe of it, on 
that occafion, caiuiot bejuftly confidered inany odier 
light,tlianthatofj 5 ^ft.'w worlhip. Becaufe it equally de- 
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pends on the fovereign and revealed will of the great 
Inftitutor, as the aft of baptizing itfelf, be that aft 
whatever it may.—Nay, Dr. W. himfelf, when pro- 
fefledly diftinguifhing what h^ allows to be pcJitivCf 
from what he confiders as moral-, in the baptifmal in- 
ftitute; exprefsly mentions the verbal form of admi- 
niftration, as belonging to the pofitive part of the or¬ 
dinance. Thefe are his words; ‘ As all allow bap- 
‘ tilln has fotnething in it of a pofitive nature, the fet- 

* ting apart a perfon—by the ufe of water, in the 

* Name of the Father-, of the Son, and of the Holy 

* Ghyi, by a teacher of Chriftianity, feems to bid 
‘ fair for that charafter Yet, I prefume, he will not 
deny that, confidgred in itfelf, there is fomething moral 
in the folemn pronunciation of thofe adorable charac¬ 
ters, the Father, the Sos, and the Holy Spirit. 
A plain proof, on his own principles, that what is 
moral in itfel^may, by fovereign appointment, become 
part of an ordinance' merely pofitive. 

My opponent proceeds, and immediately adds; 

* But is there any propriety in calling that a pofitive 

* appointment which neither has, nor can have a pofi- 
‘ tive rule P nay, whofe rule muft be neceflarily infi- 
‘ iiitely variable in its application f ?’—But'what docs 
he here mean, by ‘ a pofitive appointment?' Baptifm 
itfelf? or the dejignation of qualifications for it ? If the 
former, the recorded law of inftitution is the rule; 
aifd it is illiiflrrated by the hiftory of apoftolic prac- 
fice. Which law, being the fame wherever Chrif¬ 
tianity is profeffed, the application of it fliould be alfo 
the fame.—^If the latter, to talk of a rule for the de- 
fignation, is incongruous: bccaufe tliat very defigna- 
tion itfelf is the rule—is the law, by which an admi- 
niftrator is bound to aft, when eftirnating the fitnefs, 

^ Vol. 1. 47, 48. t 'Vol. II. 39*. 

or 
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or unfitnefs, of any candidate for the ordinance. Di¬ 
vine defignation, in this and fimilar cafes, is no other 
than a divine rule —a divine law. What rule^ for in- 
ftance, had the patriarch Abraham, refpedling the qua- 
lific.uiaus of fubjeits for circumcifion, befides the de¬ 
fignation of thofe qualifications ? For Dr. W., there¬ 
fore, to talk of the appointment having a rule, is the 
fame as to fpcak of the rule a rule, or the law, 
of a law .—Having already met with what is meant by 
thofe exquifitely elegant exprcflions, ‘ neceffarily infi~ 

‘ nitely variable,’ and by what immediately follows; I 
fhall only obferve, that infinites are not fuch common 
things as my opponent feems to imagine; much Icfs 
things that arc neceffarily infinite. 

In the fecond Edition of Paedobaptifin Examined, is 
this pofition j To conjlitute any branch of religious 
duty purely pofitive, it is enough that the^ rite itfelf, the 
manner of performing it,the qualifications of the fubje£t,the 
end to be anfwered by it, and the term of its continuance, 
depend entirely on the fovereign pleafure of our divine 
Legifiator. To this Dr. W. accedes, provided the 
following claufes be added; ‘ In proportion as that fo- 
‘ vereign pleafure is made known, and determinable by 
‘ a pojitivejlandard*.’ But what need of thofe words, 

‘ In proportion as that fovereign pleafure is made 
'■known? ’ I am there fpeaking of our divine Legif¬ 
iator enaaing*a. pofitive law: and, confequently, I 
fpcak of him ns making his fovereign pleafure known.- 
For fovereign pleafure, is neither a pofitive 

inftitute, nor pofitive law. But when revealed, or 
made known, that revelation is, of iifilf, a rule of ac¬ 
tion—a law—^a pofitive requifition of duty, refpedfing 
the lubjedls intended.—A's to the latter of his quali¬ 
fying claufes, in which he fpeaks of fovereign plea- 
furc, when made known, being ‘ determinable by a 
« Vil. II. 390. 
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‘ pofttivi Jlandardf' I know not what it means. Ex¬ 
cept our author, therefore, lend me the ‘ glafles ’ of 
which he fpeaks, ‘ and wipe th6m clean j’ it muft in 
my account ftand for nonfenfe. 

Dr. W. tells us, that ‘ all allow baptifm haS fome- 
‘ thing in it of a pofitive nature.’ Well, then, what 
is that fomething ? Why, he fays, ‘ The jetting apart 
‘ a perfon apparently a proper fubjeil oj the vifihlfi 
‘ church of Chrijl-, by the ufe of water., in the name of the 
‘ Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghojl, by a teacher 
‘ of Chrijiianity, feems to bid feir for that character*.’ 
—But this reprefentation of what is pofitive in the 
baptifmal ordinar.ce, neither agrees with common 
fenfe, nor with the doflrine of our author in other 
places. Not, in its natural and neceffary cbnfequences, 
with common fenfe. For he might as well have faid, 

‘ All allow the ancient rite of circumcifion had fomc- 
* thing pofitive in it; and that fomething The 
‘ fetting apart of a male, apparently a proper fubject 
‘of the Jewifli church, by the ufe of a knife, or of 
‘ fome other lharp inftrument ?’ For as, in this cafe, 
there is no defeription of the fubjeil, with regard to 
his natural defeent; his age, if an infant; or his qua¬ 
lifications, if a profelyte: fo, in my op])onent’s account 
of what is pofitive in baptifm, there is not the leaft dc- 
fignation of particular qualifications, either of infants, 
or of adults. And as nothing is intimated, rcfpeiSling. 
the ad of circumcifion, except this, that a knife, or 
fome fharp inttrument, was to be ufed; which miglit 
be to flay a victim for facrifice, to pare the nails of the 
fubje£t, to cut off his hair, or to wound him in any 
part of his body: fo, refpefting baptifm, as nothing is 
defined relative to the manner of iifing water, it may 
be by wafliing the face, the hands, of the feet; by 

Vol. I,. 47, 48. 
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drinking a fmall quantity of it; by mixing it with fo- 
lid food; or by pouring it on the ground, like David 
on a certain occafion.*, as a libation to tlie Lord. For 
in thefe various ways ‘ a teacher of Chriftianity’ may 
ufe water, in connexion with the verbal form of 
adminiftration; and in each, except the laft, there 
would be what our author elegantly calls, ‘ a contaSlioti 
‘ of the perfon and the element f,’ which he confiders 
as all that is eflentitd to the a£t of baptizing.—Be- 
fides. Dr. W.,as already obferved,has elfewhere juftly 
taught us, that stf ovo/^xy is into the name. But what 
fenie is there in reprefenting any one as fet apart into 
the name of the Father., and fo on ? To fet .apartyir, 
or to, the honour, the ufe, or the fervice of a perfon ■, 
and to fet apart for, or to, this and the other pur|X)fe, 
are common forms of fpcaking. But to fet apart in¬ 
to a perfon, a /lame, or any thing elfe, is manifeftly 
abhorrent, both from the legitimate ufe of terms, and 
fi om the general courfe of our conceptions. Let the 
l eader now judge, whether my opponent’s reprefen- 
t.ttion of that which is pofttive in baptifm, be not an 
iufult upon common fenfe. ^ 

Not luith the doUrine of our author, in other places. 
For, fpeaking of pofitive laws he infifts, ‘ That there 
U no poJfiblemzthoA of difeerning the Lawgiver’s au¬ 
thority and will, relative to thefe laws, but by his own 
expref declarations ; for if they are difcernible any 
other way, they are no longer pofitive J.’ Now, 
there is nothing in his delcription of what is poll- 
tive in baptifm, except the verbal form of adminiftra¬ 
tion, that agrees to this rule. For where, in the bap- 
tifmal ftatute, or in the Ncw Tcftament, has the di¬ 
vine Legifiator exprefsly declared, that ‘a proper fub- 
‘ jc( 3 : of the vifible church of Chrift,’ fhould be bap- 

+ Vol. I. 


* 2 Sam. xxiii. 16. f Vo!. II. 159. 
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tized ? Where, in the whole facred Canon, is it ex- 
prefsly declared, that in baptifm there is a ‘ fetting a- 
‘ part ’ of fuch a fubjedt ? And where, in all the code 
of divine law, is it exprefsly declared that the fubjeft of 
whom he fpeaks is to be fet apart, either by the ufe 
of water, or by a teacher of Chrijlianity ? —Again: 
Speaking of‘pofitive evidence, or exprefs difcernibic 

* authority,’ he fays; ‘ Nor can it be pofttive but in 

* proportion as it \s exprefs unequivocal. For, in 

* the prefent cafe, pofitive authority is that, the realbn 

* of which we do not and cannot otherwife find out 
But if fo, where is his ‘ pofitive evidence,’ or his 

* pofitive authority,’ for deferibing all that is pofitive 
in the ordinanefe of baptifm, as he has done ? Is it 
exprefsly and unequivocally declared, by the Great 
Legiflator, that there is in baptifm a fetting apart —of 
an apparently proper fuhjeSl of the vifible church of 
Chrijl—by t'he ufe of water —and that by a teacher of 
Chrijlianity ? —Once more: When diftinguifliing be¬ 
tween what he confiders as moral, and that which is 
pofttive, in tlie ordinance, he fays ; ‘ Only fo far as it 
‘ partakes of a pofitive nature is the letter of the law 

* our rule t*’ Now, here Dr. W. is profejfedly de¬ 
feribing the poftivc part of baptifm, incontradiftindlion 
to that which, in his opinion, is moral, and with re¬ 
ference to which he exprefsly maintains letter oi 
the baptifmal ftatiite.is to be confideced as the rule. 
But does he, in this defeription, makeihe letter of 
divine law his rule ? So far from it, that there is 
nothing in his defeription that looks like the letter of 
that law, except the verbal form of adminiftration.— I 
faid. Nothing that looks like the letter: bift I recall the 
aflertion. For the term teacher, which he applies to 

■ * Vol. I. 201. f on Moa rice’s p. 69, 

Vol. 11. 387. 

the 
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the adminiftrator, feerps to have an oblique regard to 
that injiru^ion of perfons, which we contend is requir¬ 
ed by the word ^aS«Tju(rieT£ *> in order to their being 
qualified for baptifin. This, however, is contrary to 
his hypothelis. But whether he will allow that 
(Jreek term, or its equivalent in the 

parallel palTage t> to require teaching before bap- 
tifm, or not; they are the only words, in the law of 
inftitution, from which he can prove that the adnii- 
niftrator fhould he ‘ a teacher of Chriftianit}’.’' 

Hence it appears, that the conduit of Dr. W. is a 
palpable violation of his own rules: and,confcquently, 
either that his opinion, relative to this affair, \vas un¬ 
worthy of being announced in his Motto with fuch a 
folemn parade; or that lie formed thofo rules, not 
for himfelf, and Paidobaptifts in common; but for 
Dr. Stennett, for me, andffor the Baptifts in gene¬ 
ral. Nor do I perceive any reafon to forbid him this 
liberty, provided he prove his claim to an exclufive 
right of pleading concejfimu in favour of his caufe; 
which, as already obferved, he tacitly affumes. His 
conduit feems to imply a convlition, that, except 
Paedobaptifm be allow'cd a patent of privileges, 'in 
which our caufe has no concern, it cannot be iupported. 

With regard to thofe rules for judging of pofitlve 
inllitutes, which he has given, and on which he fo 
notorioufly trarnples; we have, indeed, no great objec¬ 
tion But then it fhould be obferved, that there muft 
be no quibbling, or fhulBing, on the words exprefs 
and unequrjKal-, nor mull the enadting terms of the 
baptlfmal ftatute be confidcred as extending to mere 
circun^lances, either as relating to the fubjeil, or to 
the ail of baptizing. Let the word exprefs^ mean 
plain, declared in dire^ terms, though in a coiicife 

* Matt, xxtiii. 10. f Mark xvi, 15. 

I manner; 
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mannep: ajid the cxpreflioii unequivocal^ fignify, not 
doubtful.^ not uncertain: and we may venture to affert, 
that our views of a pofitive inftitute agree with the 
law of baptifm, as recorded by Matthew and Mark, 
much better than thofe of my opponent, refpedling 
what he confiders as pofitive in the ordinance.—What, 
■then, is the language of divine law, relative to the in¬ 
ftitute under confideration ? Thus it reads, as record¬ 
ed by Matthew; Teach all nations, baptizing them in 
the name of the Father-, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghoji. I'hus, by Mark; Go ye into all theworld,and 
preach the gofpel to every creature. He that believcth 
and is baptvzxd fnall be faved ; hut he that believcth 
not Jhall he damned'^. In tliis heavenly ftatute, fo far 
as baptifm fimply confidered is concerned, the various 
cnadling terms refpedl an adion to be performed, the 
fubjed of that adion, a*d the verbal form of adminif- 
tration.— aSiion to be performed, 'I'his is required 
in the word baptizing. Now I appeal 

to learning, to impartiality, and to common fenfe, 
whether unmerfing in water, be not nearer to the 
plain, the natural, and the dired meaning of that e- 
nt^ding term,thinfetting apart, by the ufe of water-, and 
whether the former have not a better claim to the e- 
pxthet pofitive, than the latter? p’or, fimply confidered, 
fating apart, if it be, as here, to a moral purpofe, is 
not only lefs agreeable to the exprefsljt enading term 
of this law; but it is manifelily of a.wwrW, rather 
than of a pofitive nature; and may be done verbally, 
■where no rnanu;d adion is performed; which cannot 
be faid of mere immerfion in water.— The fubjea of 
that a£lion is marked, in one copy of the. baptifmal 
ftatute, by the word f*a^nTt\)(r*Ti > 3t>d in the other, 
by the latter of which is allowed by all to 

i 

'* Matt, xxvii. 19. Mark xvi. 15, 16. 
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fignify, he that believeth. In regard to the form¬ 
er, I will venture a fjcond appeal, Whether, to make 
ilifeiples hy TEACHING —^fuch teaching as produces 
faith in the evangelical doctrine taught—be not more 
agreeable to the letter of this divine law, and confe- 
qiiently bettor entitled to the charafler oifofttive\ 
than what my opponent fubftitutes in its place, an ap¬ 
parently proper fuhjefi of the vifible church of Chriji ? 

—As to the verbal form of adrniniflration^ there being 
no dil'pute about it between Dr. W. and me, I fliall 
difmifs it without any remark. 

Dr. W., if I miftake not, is inconfiftcnt with him-, 
tl-lf in another view. He warmly contends, that bap- 
til'in cannot be an ordinance merely pofitivc, becaufe 
the qualifications for it a!;e entirely moral. It appears,- 
however, by his own account of what is pofitivc in the. 
appointment, that thofe peribns arc to be confidered as 
duly qualified for it, who are ‘apparently proper fub- 
‘ jecls of the vifible church of Chrift.' Nor do I re- 
collciSl that he pleads for the baptifni of any, whofc 
character does not anfwcr to that defeription. But 
are perfons to be confidered as ‘ proper fubjedls of the 
‘ vifible church,’ who are entirely' defitute of mflral 
qualifications ? Is there nothing at all of a moral na¬ 
ture, eflential to ‘proper fubjects of the vifible church’ 
—not fo much as a willingiiefs, in adults, to make an. . 
external profiJffion of Chriftianity? My opponent, 

I am perfuaded, will not afiert it: partly, becaufe he 
is againft baptizing adults in a coercive manner •, and, 
partly, becaufe he maintains, that mere infants are not 
only proper fubjefts of the vifible church, but that 
they are alfo poflefled of moral qualifications for bap- 
tifm.—^If, then, thofe only be duly qualified for the 
baptifmal inftitute,who are ‘ apparently proper fubjc( 3 ,s 
‘ of the vifible church of Chrift j’ and if none come 
I 2 undwf 
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utidv-T that dtfcripticii, while abfolutely deftitute of 
moral qualifications; it follows, by inevitable confe- 
qusnce, that thofe very moral qualifications are, ac¬ 
cording to his own rule, r^nt/a/’to that which is. of a 
pfitive nature in the ordinance. If this be admitted, 
lie ought no longer to argue againft baptifm being a 
merely pofitive rite, from the morality of qualifications 
for it: and if he deny this, hardly any thing, on his 
principles, will rcmaiit of a pofitive kind in the ordi¬ 
nance. I cannot help thinking, therefore, that Dr, W, 
is in various refjiccls, atid in his owji elegant phrafe, 
‘ plump againft ’ himf.-If. 

. Dr. W., in order to have fufficient fcope for analo¬ 
gical reafoning, will not admit that the law of baptifm 
is clear and explicit, refpeding either the mode or the 
fubiefl:. For, among other things of a fimilar nature, 
he fays; ‘ The law of baptifm is evidently, in fad, not 
‘ circumftantial and determinate *—Whether a total 
‘ immerfion of the fubjcct be effentinl to the ordinance, 
‘or e\mn the moft proper mode of admiflion; and 
‘ v/hethcr fome'iiifiints are not equally entitled to the 
‘ privilege as adults; with other queftions of inferior 
‘ Qanfideration, miift neccJJ'arily be decidctl by moral 
‘ and confequential reafoning f.’—This reminds me of 
what Mr. Payne fays, when difputing with IIossuet 
. hiftiop ofMeaii.x, refpeditig the Popilh, mutilated com¬ 
munion at the Lord’s table, ‘We will begin with 
‘ the Scripture,’ fays Mr. Payne, ‘which ought to be 
‘ our only rule—in matters of pure, pofitive and arbi- 
‘ trary inftitution, as the ficraments are; for they de- 
‘ pend merely on the will and pleafurc, the mind and 
‘ intention of Him that appointed them: and the beft, 
‘ and indeed the only way to know that, isby recurring 

to his own infitution-, as we know the mind of a 

• AV/f, oa MoRRtCE's Social Relis- ?• 69. + Vol. 1 . 48. 

‘ teftator 
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‘ tcftator by going to his laft will and tcflament, ah 3 
‘ by confulting that do bell find hovvr he has ordered 
‘ thofii things that wi*re of his own free and arbitrary 
‘difpofal. And by this w.ay we Ihall find that the 
‘ Chhi rh of Rome, by taking away the cup, has plain- 
‘ ly violated the inftitution of oiir blefied Saviour— 
‘ His [Bossuet’s] firft principle is this ; That in tlu 
‘ adminijlration of the facrawents vac are ohligcdto dd^ 
‘ not all thafwhich jefus Cbriji hath done-, but only 
‘ that which is ejfmtial to them. 'Fhis wc allow—- 
‘ Yet Monficur de Meaox is pleafed to make thi^ 

‘ the great difficulty, To know what belongs to the ef- 
^fence of ihefacrament, anchwhat fees not-, and to dife 
‘ tingitijh what is ejfential in it, from what is no:. 
‘ And by this means he elideavours to darken what is a s 
‘ CLEAR AS THE LIGHT, atld tO avoid the PLAIi:! ' '!■ 


‘ INSTITUTION and the clearest command. 

‘ INSTITUTION, Ciys he, does not su>ETC£,y';«r< the 
quejiion alivays returns, to hnoiv w’uit atipcrtaim >* > 
‘ the essence of the Inflitutlon, fc^ Chrijl not hai ~ 
‘ ing difllngtiijhed them, fefus Chrijl injlituted this 
^facrament in the evening, at the beginning of the night 
in which he was to be delivered: it was at ’i nis 
‘ time he would leave us his body given for us. Does 

* the—hour, then, belong to the inftitution Docs this 
‘ appertain ^ the effence of it And is it not as 
‘ plainly and evidently a circumjiancc, as night or noon 
‘ is a circuinftance to e.ating and drinking ?—^Is not 

* this a plain rule, to make a di.ftinclion between the 
‘ a£i itfelfi and the eircmnjianccs oFperforming.it*?’ 
—How fimilar the conduct of Dr. W., when labour¬ 
ing to ellablifh Infant ^irinkling j to that of Bossuet, 
when defending a mutilated’communion at the Lord’s 
table! In each cafe, the law of inftitution is confider- 


dreje. 


infl i’y/cJT, Title A''ir. p. 104.138. 
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«das infufficient for ourdircftion in the adminiftration. 
Thereafonof whidi is, that, with fome plaufibilitv, 
each in his turn may treat things, which are ejfentidl to 
a due adminiftratioii, :is mere circuwjloiccs. Thus 
the Popilh prelate,^and the Protefcant ].)iflenter, unite 
in impeaching the la tv of baptifm, and that of the holy 
fupper, trf mfuffclency ; in order that they may have li¬ 
berty to do as they pleafe, in the adminillration of 
thofe inllitutes ! • 

Dr. Stennett having afl’erted, ‘that pofitive or- 

• dinanccs arc to be entirely governed by pofitive law 
‘and primitive example,’ Dr. W. replies; ‘I take 
‘ the libe rty of infiffing — ^that, as no fuch duty exifts, 
‘ in his application of die term/>'yf//tir, presumptive 
‘ proofs are very good ones, bepaufe they are the very 

• BEST that the nature of the ceije can admit of*.' But 
1 t us hear our author on the other fide. Thus, then, 
w.than air of fujierior confidence, he fltovvshis opinion; 

• I maintain, that o:i fuppolition infants are not ex- 
‘ prefsly and incijjitiovertib'y mentioned in connedfion 

• with baptifm, there is fufficient piisitive evidence u\ 
‘ favour of P.edobaptifm t•’ Again; When arguing 
frorv the law of baptifm, as recorded by Mat¬ 
thew, he fays; ‘On fuppofition that our Lord in- 

• tended, iM so m\ny words, to eftablifli our 

• fenfe of tlie text, how could it he ?»ore proper- 

• LY expressed, or more effectually esta- 

• BLiSHED J?’—'Lhe law of baptifm is not de¬ 
terminate : yet had our Lord profelTedly intended 
to ellablifh Pxdobaptifm by that law, it could not 
have been more p.toperly expressed ! Whether 
any infants be entitled to the baptifmal privilege, muji 
NECESSARILY be decided by confequential reafoning, 

• • Vol. J. 51. See alfo, Vol. II. zay. f Vol. 1 .119, 

} Vol. J.3iO. 

becaufe 
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hicznie prcfumptive proofs are the very best tire cafe 
will admit; yet there is positive evidence in favour 
of P.'cdobaptifm: and we know the Gentleman who 
in'ifts, thatevidence is clear, unequivocal, cir- 
cumftantial! Our author, tlierefore, is once more 
‘ plump againft’ himfelK 

My opponent, on a certain occafion ejcclaims j 
‘ Dreadful feythe, and no mean mower, to cut fo much 

* at one flroke !’• and I am very apprehenfive, that the 
following axiom of interpretation ivill prove fuch a 
fcytlre in his own h<md, refpedting many of the argu¬ 
ments for Paedolraptifm. 'I'lie axiom is, ‘ As nothing 
‘ ftiould be confidered as an eftablilhed principle of 
‘ faith, which is not in fome part of Scripture delivcr- 
‘ ed with perfpicuity ; so THAT PERSPICUITY SHOVhO 

* BE SOUGHT FOR PRINCIPALLY WHERE THK 

‘ POINT IN QUESTION IS MOST PROFESSEDLY 
‘HANDLED That this rule of inteiqrretation is good, 

Proteftant authors in general will readily allow; yet not 
more generally than they do, that baptifm is a merely 
pofitive inftitute. It is on the grand principle of this 
axiom, that we oppole Paedobaptifm; and to this axiom, 
in the following pages, I fhall frequently recur. 
But I produce it here only tolhow, the incongruity of 
my opponent’s coadu<5l in maintaining, that the bap- 
tifinal flatute does not preferibe, either the fpecific ac¬ 
tion to be performed, or the qualifications of the-fub- 
jeft. For .where—in the fpirlt of this axiom—where 
are wc to find, either the a£Iion to be performed, or 
the proper fubjeef of that a<ffion, if not principally in_ 
the LAW of baptifm ; and next, in the hiftory of apof- 
tolic practice ? Where did the ancient Jews look— 
nay, where would our author himfelf look, for the mode 
and fubjedt of circumcifion, but firfi, and principally, 

* A’o/it on Morrice, p. 368. 
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in the (aivof that inftitute; and then in the facred re- 
cordsof authorized practice ? Where fbouldfubjefts find 
the legiflativc will of their fovereign in any cafC) except, 
principally, and firft of all, in'tiie iaui of the cafe ? 
Would our author, for inflranco, if defiroiis of know¬ 
ing the fubjefts and quantum of a modern impoll, have 
rccourfe to the old Saxon or Norman laws of this 
country; or to the ftatute made and provided for the 
very cafr ? Or, if inclined to know the will of our 
Britifh legiflature, whether he be liable to ferve a pa¬ 
rochial office, or to be fummoned as a juror, would 
he look into parliamentary ftatutes that were made 
prior to the Revolution; or into fuch as were enafted 
lince that memorable period, in which there is not a 
word about either the one or die other of thofe im¬ 
munities for Proteftant Diflenting minifters; or into 
the common law of the land; or, finally, into the Aft 
of Toleration ?,.■ Common fenfe wmuld certainly teach 
him to perufe the laft, as the principal, if not the only 
1 u!e, by which to form his judgment upon thofe cafes. 

It is a general moral principle, that civil obedience 
is due from fubjefts to their lawful fovereign; and 
that, while the government under which they live af¬ 
fords proteftion, they are under obligation to fupport 
it, by the payment of legal taxes: yet that obedience, 
and thefe taxes, are direfted and modified by particular 
laws of the ftate ; one ftatute requiring, them in this 
way, and another in that. But in what part of the 
legal co le fhould a fubjeft look for direftion in any 
particular cafe, if not into the Jiatute relating to that 
’ very cafe ? We may therefore conclude, that the law 
of any cafe, is univerfally the principal, if not the only 
rule of obedience refpeiting that cafe; whether the 
obedience in queftion be required of fubjefts, to a.fe- 
cular fovereign j or of man,to God.—Why, then, ftioulJ 
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Dr. W. difcard the law of baptifin, as abfolutely infuf- 
iicient for our dirc<£lion, cither as to the mode of ad- 
miniftration) or as to qijalifKr’tions for the ordinance? 
Why have recourfe to inftitiitions and to laws of the 
Jewilh church—inftitutions and laws that were given 
fbmany ages before Chriftian baptifin exifted, and 
are now obfolete—^iii order to learn what baptizing is,, 
and who fhould be baptized ? Why recur, for the 
feme purpofe, to the law of nature, to merely moral 
precepts, and to a long courfe c f anr.logic.irre 2 foning? 
Did Elijah fay to j'\hazi;!li, /< it n.it hecaufe there ?r 
m God in Ifrael., that thv: fcr.thjl to enquire of Baal- 
zchub the god of Ekron"'^? And may I not afk, Is 
there no King, no Legiflntor, no lav^^ of baptifin, in 
the NewTcftament churyh; to teach iis'it;) conftitu- 
tion, its privileges,, its duties, and its initial rite; 
that Dr. W. recurs with fuch frequency to the abro¬ 
gated ftatutesof Judaifin, to the law of ftatiire, and to 
moral precepts, for intelligence rcfp?(fting thefe parti¬ 
culars ? Why, if his procedure be ju'T:, fhould he cx- 
prcfsly cal! the baptifii-tl coinmiffion, ‘ the law which 
‘is deemed THE rule cf entrance \rvto the church. 
‘ militant t?’ Can it be the rule of entrance into tbe 
church, without being the rule of baptizing., both as 
to mode and fubjc<51: ? 

Did 1 repeatedly demand, rvhy ? the reafon is plain. 
Infant fprinkling mwft be fupported; and it 
fupported by tvi appearance of fcriptural evidence. To 
e/Fect which, frequent recourfe is had to the inflitutes, 
the privileges, and t'i? laws of Judaifin. For, were 
Infant fprinkling to fland on the pcdeftal of merely 
New Teftament law and fadls, it v.'ould make, in the 
eyes of Proteftants, a deformed appearance, and be in 
a very tottering fituation.~It may be obfervec,however, 

* Kings i. 6, i6. f Yo!. I, 330. 

I <; that' 
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that diotrgh Paul, when matters of mere decorum in 
public worfhip come under his animauverflon, has re- 
courfe to the law of nature, and to moral principles; 
yet, when correcting diforders Velative to the Lord’s 
fupper, he takes a very different method to produce 
Conviction. For lie immediately recurs to the /tiw of 
inftitution; or to the r/nvif/ commands of Chrift rc- 
fpeCting that very ordinance *. An example this, one 
would think, worthy of imitation by Dr. W. refpcCt- 
ing baptifm. Nor can he except againfl: it as not in 
point: becaufe, according to his avowed principles, tlie 
holy fupper has no more of a merely pofitive appoint¬ 
ment in it, than baptihn itf.ll’has. What reafon, then, 
can be afligned, why the law of baptifm fliould not be 
us capable of directing us in the whole adininiftration 
of that rite; as the law of the facred fupper, in tlie 
cafe to which I have juft referred ? 

In oppofition to Dr. W.’s plea for analogical argu¬ 
ments, from the appointments and rites of Judailin, 
I will here lay before my reader the rcafoning of Mr. 
ToMiiES, who fpeaks as follows. ‘ Arguments from 

* analogy, in mere pofitive rites of the Old 'J cll.i- 
‘ tpent, to inake rules for obferving mere pofitive cere- 
‘ monie.s of the New, without inftitution gathered by 
< precept or apoftolical example, or other declaration, 
‘ in the New Teftament; do fuppofe that, without 
‘ inftitution, there may be par ratio, a like reafon, t.f 
‘ the ufe of the one ceremony, as the other. But this 

* is not true. For, in pofitive rites, there is no reafon 
« for the ufe of this, and not luiotber thing, in this 

* manner, to this end, by, or to perfons, but the will 
‘ of the Appointer. For there is not any thing—mo- 
‘ ral in them. They haveno general equity. 7 'hey are 
‘ I'uppofed to be merely, not mixedly, pofitive. There- 

, 1 Cor. i. 4—15. ^ 3 - 

forCj 
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* fore, where there is not the like inftitution, there is 
‘ not a like reafon; and, therefore, this o{)inion ofana- 
‘ logy in pofitive rites, from a parity of reafon, without 
‘ inlHtiition in the Kew Tellamcnt,.is a mere fancyj 
‘ ant] no good ground for an argument—'I'o apply it 
‘ to the cad’ in hand. Circumcifion [for inftance,] and 
‘ baptifm, are merely pofitive ordinances. Mr. B. 

‘ calls them pofttives about ■worjhlp. Generally, facra- 
‘ ments, by divines, are reckoned among mere pofitives 
‘ —'I'he places are innumerable in Proteftant writers, 

‘ and others, to prove this—The reafon, then, of bap- 
‘ tiiin and circumcifion is merely injiltution. If, then, 

‘ there be not the like inftitution, there is not the like 
‘ reafon. This argument is confirmed by Mr. M., 

‘ [ who liiys,] The formal reafon of the "Jews being cir- 
‘ cwncifed was the command of God. Therefore, there 
‘ is not the like reafon of Infant baptifm, as of Infant 
‘ circumcifion, without the like cogimand of GotL 
‘ But there is no exprefs command for Infant baptifm, 

‘ as Mr. M. confefl'eth. I'herefore, there is not par 
‘ ratio-, like reafon, of the one as the other. 

‘ I thus artjue ; If all the laws and commands about 
‘ the facraments, pofitive rites, and ceremonies of the 
‘ Jews, be now abrogated; then no argument, upon 
‘ fuppofed analogy, or parity of reafon, from the infti- 
‘ tution of thofe abrogated rites, can prove a bhiding 
‘ rule to us,^about a mere pofitive rite of the New 
‘ Teftament. For how can that make a binding rule 
‘ to US, about another nicre pofitive rite -vv’ithoiit any 
‘ other inftitution, which itfelf is Abrogated? That, 
‘ which binds not at all., binds not about another thing, 

‘ V. g. baptifm. But all the laws and commands about 
‘ the facraments, pofitive rites, and ceremonies of the 
‘ Jews, are now abrogated—^If we may frame an addi- 

* tion to God’s worlhip, from analogy or refemblance, 

16 conceived 
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‘ conceived by ns, between two ordinances, whereof 
‘ one is quite taken away, without any inftitution ga- 
‘ thcred bv precept or apoftolical example ; then a cer- 
‘ tain rule may be fet down from God’s word, how far 
‘ a man may go in his conceived parity of reafon, e- 
‘^uity, or analogy, and where he muft ftay. For, to 
‘ ufe the words of the author, whofe book is entitled, 

‘ Gralla j Jf ’Chri/i 'tans muji meafure their worjhip ac- 
‘ cording to the injiitution and ceremonies of the Jews-, it 
‘ h needful that either they imitate themdn all things ; 

* or elffy that fome OEdifus refolve this riddle^ hither- 
‘ to not rejilvedf to wit ; What is moral and imitable in 

* thofe cerenionieSf and what not ? But out of God’s 
‘ word no rule can^be framed to refolve us how farwe 

* muft, or may not go, in this conceived parity of 
‘ reafon , equity, or analogy. Ergo. The major is 

* evinced from the perfection of God’s Word, and the 
'* Providence of God, to have the confciences of his peo- 
‘ pie rightly guided. The minor is proved, by pro- 
‘ voking thofe analogifts that determine from the 
‘ commands about the Mofaical rites and ufages, what 
‘ muft be done, or may not be done, about the mere 

* Pq/I tive worfliip and church-order of the New. Tefta- 

* ment, to fet down this rule out of God’s Word—If 

* this way of making rules, binding men’s confciences 

* in mere pofitive worlhip,—be valid, then our Chrif- 

* tjpn liberty from the ceremonial law is made void. 
‘For, by this way of determining things, as of God’s 

* appointment, by our conceived analogy, all, or a 

* great part, of the ceremonial law may be put on our 

* necks, under pretence of analogy—Tor, as Chil- 
‘ LINGWORTH oiice told KNOT, the Jefuitj, If the 
‘ Pope be made foie judge of controverfies, and infal- 
‘ lihle expofitor of Scripture; it will be in effedi all 
‘ one, as if he were allowed to make a new Scripture,. 

and. 
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* and articles of faith; and tyranny inay be introduced^ 

‘ as well by arbitrary expounding, as—by arbitrary 
‘ making of laws. So, in this cafe, the bondage of 
‘ Mofes his law may Be put on our neck, not only by 
‘ thofe that fay, it binds in the letter ; but alfo by 
‘ thofe that fay, God’s commands about the facraments 
‘ of the Jews bind us in the analogy and proportion. 

‘ This agumcnt hath ftrength from the fid experience 
‘ the church hath formerly and of late had, in yielding 
‘ to thcfe reafoiiings from analogy, in the many canons 
‘ of popes and prelates; heavily loading God’s church 

* with rites, and decrees about them, impofed from a- 
' nalogy of the ceremonial laws of Mofes. The con- 
‘ flitutions of Popes, and canons of prelates, and the 
‘ books of the maintainers of tliem, expounding and 
‘ defending their rituals 3nd liturgies, are full of—rites 
‘ about priefts; their orders, garments, dues, feftivals, 

‘ facraments, votaries, religious houfe§, and fuch like, 

‘ drawn from Mofaical laws. It is a common com- 
‘ plaint of Proteftants and antiprelatifts, that in imita- 
‘ tion of the Jews, under pretence of analogy., a new- 
‘ jumed Jadaiiin hath been brought into the Chriftian 
‘ church—Arguments from conceived analogy are hut 
‘ arguments fi om that whch is like, not the fame. *But 
‘ fuch are but weak things. Proportions are weak 
‘ probations, faid Mr. Rutherford —They do il- 
‘ luftrate, rattier than prove: and, therefore,. th ey^ tha t 
‘alTert that Pxdobaptifin is fully determined mThe 
‘ Old I’efttunent, where they have nothing but analo- 
‘ gy, from circumcifion and the Jevrifh church-flate, 

‘ wliatever their confidence be, do but fhow their 
‘ weaknefs *.’ 

Dr. W. charges our principles and conduft, re- 
fpedling pofitive inftitutions, with various abfurdities 

• Aniipccdabapiifm, Part II. p. lo, n, 15, 17, *2, 23- 

and 
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Slid inconfiftencies. He infinuates, for inftance, that 
according to our fcntinients tbofe. ‘laws and iniHtu- 

* tions muft be fo plain and eafy, that the inoft ignorant 
‘ of the righteous cannot iiiifinterpret them*.’—- 
That we maintain, pofitivc laws and pofitive inftitutts 
Irtuft be plain ; or, in oppofition to mere inference 
and analogy, exprefl'cd in direct enabling terms, is a 
fa£l; and lb do Proteftants in general, when difputing 
with Roman Catholics, as will appear in the follow¬ 
ing paragraphs. Butv/c have not aflerted, iiOr do we 
Conceive, that tliey mull be fo plain and fo eafy, as to 
preclude the poJftbUity cf a righteous perfon mifinter- 
preting them. For, to fuch prejudices are even up¬ 
right perfons liabl'C, on certain occalions, that no law, 
however plain, is pcrfeiStly fecured from being mifin- 
terpreted by them.—Of this vre have an example 
refpeiting the baptifrnal Hatutc; wiiich, if I millake 
hot, Dr. W. hftiifelf mull acknowledge to be quite 
pertinent. For thus iiiy author ; ‘ Wc hold, as well 

* as our opponents, that water is cjjhitial to the 
‘ chriIlian purification, becaufe plainly afi'erted f.’ But 
if eflential, it mufl be made fo by the law of baptifm. 
Yet, plain as it is in our author’s view, the people call¬ 
ed Qiiakcrs do not fee it. For thus Robert Bar¬ 
clay: ‘ That he [Chrift] commanded his difciples to 
‘ baptize with water, I could never yet read J.’ Thus 
aMb ^ViLLiAM Dell, when interpreting that copy of 
the baptifrnal llatute which was recorded by Matthew : 
‘ I would have you to teach all nations, and by die 
‘ miniftration of the Spirit, not baptize, or dip than in 
« cold water (as John did in his own baptifm, and yoq 
‘ in his;) but baptize, or dip them, into the name of 

* God, the Father, Son, and Spirit—And by the name 
‘ of God is meant the power and virtue of CJod, or 

• Vol. I. 44. f Vvl. 11 . 179. J .l/f%r, Prep. xii. § =;. 

' ‘ God 
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« God himfelf—That ip, by your miniftry, which fhall 

* be in the Spirit, andriot in the letter,you fhall baptize 

* them, or dip them, or intereft them into the name of 
‘ God*.’ Such, I prefume, is the common fentiment 
of our fellow Proteftants, the Chiakers; and yet their 
want of general integrity will not be fuf])ected by 
Dr. W. 

Our author tacitly charges us with a grofs iniflake 
for maintaining, that the action called k-iptizing is 
clearly revealed, becaufe there is a ‘ great diverjity 
‘ of opinions refpefting that action (-•’ With an ill 
grace does my opponent make this objedliT'n, while 
he confidcrs it as extremely plain, that baptifin is not 
a merely pofitivc inllitutioii; even* though he cannot 
but acknowledge, that ^Paedobaptids in general, and 
for aught I have obferved he miglit have faid unlver. 
fully, have conllantly mentioned it in that light J. Fo.r 
on his own principle it appears, thaPthe nature of a 
divine law may be very plain, though none but Div 
W. have had fenfe and impartiality enough to difccril 
it.—ILTides, though the pradiice of Chriftian com¬ 
munities has been various; yet the generality of learn¬ 
ed men, in all ages and in all countries, have agreed to 
affix tlie fatne rwr/Zra/idea to the enadling term haptize, 
Nav, it is apparent, from the teftimonics of Predo- 
baptifts themfelvcs, that for a long courfe of ages the 
almoft uni'/^rfaTpractice was immerfion', and-.--lijat 
even to this day it is pradbifed by more than half the 
nominal Chrlftians in the world §. 

He proceeds; ‘ It is impoffible, on the principle I 
‘ am oppofing, for Mr. 11. or Dr. S. to prove their 

right and authority to adminifter the ordinance of 
‘ baptifm to any fubjedl, and of confequence the vali- 

IForis,\i- tot, to 6 . Lond. 177^. f Vol. 7 . t 6 . 
J V'el. 1 . 34. § bcc Picd'dap. Exam, \'ol. I. Clnp. iv. v. 

‘ dliy 
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* dity of the adfion.’ Impo£ible ! but what ftrange 
principle do tlie Do£ltor and I hold, that infers any 
fuch impoflibiiity ? Hear it, ye Proteftants, who de¬ 
left the fuperftitions of Popery —hear it, and judge f 
for the monftrous principle is, ‘ That nothing Jhort oj 
*a PRECEPT or PRECEDENT tvtll fuffice foT the due 
‘ performance of the duty Now, reader, are not 
you terribly ftiocked at this deformed principle ? Does 
it not outrage common fenfe, and necellarily infer the 
cleareft impolTibility ? If, however, you Ihould, after 
poriirg upon it, confidrr it as a hannlefs polition, or 
even as a grand Proteliant principie; have ‘ recourie 

* to your ghlil's,'and wipe them clean,’ and then you- 
will be fare to fee its various deformity with great ab¬ 
horrence. I cannot but hope, notwithftanding, that 
its ugly appearance will not deprive you cf felfpollef- 
fion; and tiien you may be able to reflect on the fol¬ 
lowing p;irticu!ru-s. 

That the pdition of which Dr. W, complains. Is 
not fmgular, and invented by us to fupport a newhy- 
pofhefis, like his relative to poiitive inftitutions, is 
plain from tire fubfequent quotations. Thus, then,. 
Bp. Stileinc.flee' 1' : ‘ In immediatepofitive adls of 
‘ worfhip towards God,— riotliing is lawful any fur- 
‘ ther than it is founded upon a divine command^.* 
Bp. Taylor : ‘ All pofitive precepts—admit no de- 
‘ f^tppletury and commutatioii: becaufc in; 

‘ lu^ laws we fee nothing beyond the words of the 
‘ law, and the firft meaning, and the named inftance ; 

‘ and therefore it is that in individuo which God points 
‘ at: it is that in which he will make the trial of our 
‘ obedience: it is that In which he will be fo perfedtly 

* obeyed, that he will not be difputed with, or enquired 
‘ of, why and hoiv^ but juft according to the meafiires 

* Vol. 1. 57. t l enknm, B. I. Chap. i. p. 6. Edit. 2 d. 

*■ then;- 
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* thfre let down: Jo., ayid no more, and no kfs, and no 
<■ pthenv'Q*.’ I 5 p. IJurnet: ‘ Sacraments are po- 
‘ litive precepts, which are to be meal'ured only by the 
‘ inftitution, in which there is not room left for us to 
‘ carry them any further f.’ Chemnitius: ‘ What- 
' ever is inaintaineti to be neceflary in the church of 

Chrift, fhould have a command in the divine word, 
‘ and fcripiural exatnpics\.' Dr. Owen ; ‘ All wor- 
‘ fiiip is obedience ; obedience refpefts authority; and 
‘ authority exerts itfelf in commands.—Whut men have 
‘ a right to do in the church of God, that they have a 
^ C'Vnmand todo§.’ Anonymous: ‘ I'herc is no- 
‘ thing relating to inftituted worfliip, as fuch,—that 

* is lawful, but is our necejfary duty'", viz. neceflary, 
‘ necefitate pracepti inftituting it |].’ Many fimilar 
teflimonies might be added, but tliefe may fulKce; and 
it fhould be remembered, that thefe authors confidered 
buptifm as a merely pofttive inftitute. » 

Now, reader, what is there in our pofition againft 
which Dr. W. protefts,as inferring an impojjibility,except 
an application of the general principle, avowed by 
thefe authors and a great number of others, to a parti¬ 
cular cafe } But perhaps he may equally cenfure thgn 
for thefe pofitions, as he does both them and a thoufand 
more, for confldering baptifm, without limitation, as 
a pojitivc inftitute. Left that, therefore, fhould prove 
a fadl, I will appeal to another authority, which is 4 J)JS, 
of Dr. W. himfelf.—That nothing of a ritual nature 
can be confidered as acceptable to God, except it be 
‘ divinely inftituted,’ he feems to hold as an iridifput- 
able truth : and though he maintain that the ‘ mini- 

* ii.Chap. iii.§ 18. | Exj>o/it.xxiax Ar~ 

I'lch's, Art- \xvii. p. i7>;. Edit, 5th. j Examen Ccnril. TnJeot. 
p. 2S:;. Genev. 1654. § On Heb. i. 6 and vii. 4, c,, 6. 

11 p. 4:8. See ViCd'Ant'. F.xam. Vol. I. Chap. i. 

\ ul. jl. Chap, i. Rcfltft. (ii. ff Vol. 1 . 335. 
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‘'Ilcrial commiffioii to baptize, is a difcretionary truft f 
yet heafiertsthat ‘the gofpel revelation is rule and 
‘ POSITIVE direflory' for the execution of that lacrcd 
trull *. But can any religious action, partaking of 
a porui\ e nature, be juftly confidered as divinely hi/it- 
tuteel, for which there is neither a divine command^ nor 
an authentic precedent-, recorded in the holy Scrip¬ 
ture ? Or, can any thing in the gofpel revelation be 
viewed as the rule, and positive directory for that 
adlion, ftiort of fome divine command, or fomc divine¬ 
ly authorized cxanrple ? Nor, according to his own 
view of the Ciife, can a directory be pojitivc, that is 
not exprcfs and unequivocal. It follotvs, therefore, 
on his own principles, that our pofition which he repro¬ 
bates, is juft and proper. 

The gofpel revelation is the rule andpofitive direilory. 
If my opponent had not ‘ fhown his opinion’ to the 
contrary, I ftiQuld certainly have continued to confider 
the baptijmal Jiatutc in that light. But, fo great is 
our author’s averfion to the law of haptifm being the 
rule of baptiz-irig, that he would almoft as readily ad¬ 
mit Charta for that purpofe: and this, even 

yvhile he difeovers no objedlion to the euchariftical 
ftatute being treated as ‘ the rule and pofitive direc- 
‘ tory’ for adminiftering the holy fupper.—It follows, 
however, from his own allertion, that the law of nature 
is n o part of the rule: and therefore <his various ap¬ 
peals to thatlaw,,refpc(fting baptifin, mqft be imperti¬ 
nent. Nor can this be denied, without maintaining, 
that the law of nature conftitutes a part of‘the gof- 
‘ pel revelation ;’ which Dr. W., I prefume, does not 
believe.—It is equally clear, that merely moral pre¬ 
cepts, though recorded by infpired writers, are not 
any part of the rule: for neither do they conftitute, 

' Vo!. I. 8o, 12$. 

although 
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although they accompany, what is properly called ‘the 
‘ gofpcl revelation.’ Becaule the Gofpcl is glad tul- 
//jrr—<-is a manifeftation of mercy to the miisrablc; of 
grace to the unworthy j of jefus Chrift coming i.n- 
lo the woiiJ to fave the chief of hnners. But merely 
moral precepts are not of that nature; and, therefore, 
notwithftanding all their utility, are no part of wliar, 
ftridfly fpeaking, is denominated the ^Gofpe! revelation.’ 

The gofpcl revelation is THE RULE andpojitivc dl- 
regfory. But what does he mean by. The gofpel reve¬ 
lation ? That declaration of divine mercy to finners, 
wliich is contained in the New J'eftament, and the 
Chrijlian CEconomy; as contradiftingiuflied to the 
Old Teftament, and the Mcfaic Difp'enfation ? 'I’liat 
cannot be, except he avoyvedly depart from his own 
rule: becaufe he, at every turn, in proof of his point, 
appeals to the Old Teftament, and to the appoint¬ 
ments of Judaifm. Nor, detached fromthofe rcfources, 
do I think he would ever attempt a vindication of 
Infint fprinkling.—If, therefore, we underftand the 
expreffions, ‘gofpel revelation,’ in a conlillency with 
his own condudt, it mull: be confidered as including 
the manifeftations of divine mercy in general, whether 
as contained in the Old Teftament, or in the New. 

The gofpcl revelation^ then, in its utmoft latitude, is 
THE rule and pofttive directory. As if that revelation 
were principally defigned to be the rule for admis'-hC,, 
tering baptfnut Surely, it fliould be confidered as 
the rule for adminiftering the Lord’s fupper alfo ! But 
what would Dr. ’IV.’s readers have thought, had he 
faid, when treating of circumcifion; The Mofaic re¬ 
velation w.ts THE rule andpofitive direSlory for it? 
Or, I'hc gofpel revelation is the rule and pofttive 
direSiory for the holy fupper? Would they have 
admired, either the penetration of his judgment, or 

the 
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the accurary uf his pen ? It !r.;!y be anfwercd, in thru 
obfi^Icte phrafc, I I'rczv nz:. "i'et, (or each, there is 
equal reafon.—Where, tiic.r f u i! v/e find that ‘pofi- 
‘tive dirediary’ of vvhicii h; I'hc.’hsIn the Old 'ref- 
.tamenf, or in tiie N.-wr fe,-'.nv opponent u-ii! jiof 
deny, that each of them ce;it., a ‘ yoipt! raethrtioe.’ 
It feems, indeed, as if in .hi. opinion alnio.^l cverv 
thing included under that dentut,;.'rion tvotiid funtif!) 
its quota, towards a ru.c for the auni.rtilln.tioit of bap- 
tifm: provided, that y-.u except tira hcti'.fm.il 
the baptifin of the Eu,i;i:h^ a;ui traioas other paiuiges 
in the New I'eftamcnt, where the ordinance is <a- 
frefsly mentioned. I'or thcO, and efpeciai’y the kn'J 
of b.aptifiii, fhoald not at anv rate be admitted as con- 
ftituting the rule', becaufe Infant fprinkling cannot 
bear it.—This exception being allowed, yovi mriy 
readily, find a ‘ pofitivc direclury,’ as to tine rnak ai 
adininiftratioh, in the ancient ceremonial paiificarions.’ 
for they contain a p.nrt of that ‘ gofpel revelation’ with 
which Jehovah inJuiged the Jewifin church. Where- 
ever, therefore, in facred Writ, you meet v/ith purifi¬ 
cation by water, you may fafely fay, There is the rule 
of admtnijlering Chrijlian hapiljm ; and a much bet¬ 
ter direrSiory for that purpofc, than any thing contain¬ 
ed in the baptifinal ftatutc, or in the apoftolic hifiory 
of baptifinal practice.— As to the fuhjeil-, you need 
•« 1 ^ to dip into the third of (.Icncfi-stolind the rule fug- 
gefted ; into the hiftorv of Noah, to meet with it in- 
difputably impiieJ; info the life of Abraham, to ie- 
bold it writurn as with a fuiibc tm j into the follow¬ 
ing prophecies, by David and others, to find that rule 
abundantly con.firmrrd; and to perufe the New Tefta- 
ment, in order to be convinced, that the foremention- 
ed rule is not contr.avoncd. Now, the gofpel rcvela-. 
tion at large being the psf.tive dircclory, refpedting 

both 
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both mode aud fuhjciS: > and the evangelical part of 
the Old Tellament lb clearly containing that rule of 
proceeding; it cannot be a juft ground of furprife to 
at;y, that the law of baptifin, as recorded by Adatthew 
and Mark, fliould have nothing determinate, either as 
to mode or lubjeeft; but implicitly remit us to evan¬ 
gelical truth in general, for the qualifications of pro¬ 
per fubjeifts; and to typical purifications by water, in 
particular, for the legitimate mode of performance, 
'i'his bcinr, ’’ . '' .le of the cafe, according to Dr. W,, 
w? are in ■' • aol: hopeful way of .iifearding the bap- 
tifma! ftatutc from h.iving ~i:y concern in the ordi¬ 
nance, (except fo far as relates to the verbal form of ad- ' 
miniftration) that .analogical rcafoning may have its 
full fcopc, and appe.ai- in all its glory ! 

But, in oppolltion’to this, let us appeal to the na. 
ture of the cafe itfelf. Baptifm was divinely inftitut- 
cd. In the adniiniftration of tha: ini:itutc, fome ac¬ 
tion muft be performed on a certain fubjecf. Now, 
.as our author neither pleads for an action of any kind, 
nor fori?// forts of fubjc/ls, without diftiniflion, being 
admiflible; there muft be fome criterion by which to 
dlftingiiiih both the af'tion and the lubjeCl, from all 
other udtioiis and fubjects, not iiitaidcd by the Infii- 
tutor. But how is it poflible for an adminiftrator, 
wirh all his diferetion, to make the neceflary diftinc- 
tion, both as to the adtion and the fiibject, without 
either a divine tommand, or an authentic example^iCJ 
hitive to the v*cry cafe ?—On the principle of rcafon¬ 
ing here oppofed, there was, to human appearance, but 
little occalion for the blefled God, when he appointed 
circumcifion, to’ have been fo particular, in the law of 
that rite, refpedfing infants. For, previous to that 
appointment, the gofpel ivas preached to Abraham *; 


and, 
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and, conlequcntly, he had a ‘ gofpel revelation.’ 'i'hat 
eminent patriarch, there is little reafon to doubt, muft 
alfo know whether infants, from the earlieft age to his 
own time, had been confidcre'd as members of the vi- 
fible church. Nor was he lei’s capable than my op- 
jionent, of diftinguilhing between a duty and a bene- 
lit; of reafoning analogically from previous manifella- 
tions of the divine will, and from the relative flate of 
infants; or of inferring their claim to a ritual fervice. 
But, notwithftanding this capacity of the venerable 
dneient, Jehovah did not leave the right of infants in 
.that cafe to be iulei rcd by the labour of genius, exert¬ 
ing itfelf in analogical difquifitions. No; as he intended 
drcumcifion for* infants, they were particularly fpeci- 
fied in the law of inftitution : fo that neither Abraham, 
nor any of his pofterity, had the Icafl: need of moral 
principles, or of analogy, in order to learn how the 
rite fliould hp performed, or to whom it belojiged. 
For it is plain, that nothing more was necefliuy than 
impartially to confider the law of inJlhuUony and to 
a'fl upon it. Nor can Dr. W. produce a fmgle in- 
ftance, of a ritual kind, from the i ccords of Mofes, in’ 
which this was not the cafe.—Whereas, according to 
the avowed opinion of my opponent, it is quite other- 
wife refpedfing the law of baptilln. For, if his argu¬ 
mentation be juft, it is of little life to ftudy that facred 
Jlajj^te in order to learn, cither whom the Lawgiver 
intended fhould be baptized, orinwhatn;anncrthc rite 
fhould be performed.—But,Infantfprinklingmiift befiip- 
ported; and for that reafon it is neceflary the lirwofbaptifm 
IhouldnotbetreatedastAirrn/r^ifl^f/ziwy. A condudl fo 
ftrange, and fo difrefpeftful to the legiflative charac¬ 
ter of Jefus Chrift, that it may well be confidered as 
a libel on thatlaw, and as an infult on common fenfe. 

Our authcr, indeed, very unfairly reprefents us, as 

rcuouu' 
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renouncing the aids of ‘ fober reafon,’ and of ‘ com- 
‘ inon fenfe with reference to the dodtrine of pofi- 
tive inftitutes. Having, as already obferved, pronounc¬ 
ed‘the gofpel revelation tie rulk andpofttlve di- 
‘ 7-cflory’ for the adminiftration of baptifm, he adds ; 

‘ Can any one , who properly confiders the nature of 
‘ divine laws, their feparate and refpedtive influence, 

‘ the nature of pofitive authority in particular, hefitate 
‘ a moment about the necelEty of the light of nature 
* and reafon to aflift in the application of that rule,’ 
and pofitive directory —Without hefitation, or the 
lead apprehenfion reipediing our caiife, 1 anfwer no j 
nor does any part of our condudf, that I recolledf, im¬ 
ply the contrary. We never yet maintained, that 
thofe concerned in eftimating the qualifications of a 
candidate for baptifm, and in confidering the proper 
mode of adminidration, fhould-entirely difcaid the 
light of reafon and commence idiots, in jorder to apply 
the baptifmal rule. fnrely, mull: admit, 

that pleading the /^u/H?.’baptilm, in connection with 
apoftoUc pradiict't as quite fufficient for our diredtion ; 
•and maintaining, that arguing from general moral 
principles, and from fuch pall’agcs of Scripture ys 
neither mention baptifm, nor have any allufion to ir, 
.are foreign to the purpofe ; are very different things 
from deiiying that the ‘light ofnature and reafon’fhould 

be at all concesned in applying the baptifmal ftat-nte,, 
Becaufc that 4w not being enacted for idiots, for mad¬ 
men, or for brutes, but for human creatures poireffing 
-the ufe of reafon, and that it might be obeyed ; the 
powers of rationality inuft either be employed on its 
enacting terms to know their meaning, and in a w.ay 
of fubmilTion to divine-authority,'when that meaning is 
difeovered, or there can be no obedience.—Nay, with 

♦ Vol. I. So. t Vel. 1. 
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reference to qualifications for baptifm, and to obedi¬ 
ence in the adminiftration of it, we infift on the light 
of reafon exifting and operating, where Dr. W, thinks 
it of no importance; and where, without a miracle, 
it neither docs, nor can exift. For he has abundant¬ 
ly and folemnly ‘ fliown his opinion,’ that mere infants 
are perfedtly proper fubjefts of the inftitute ; though 
it be undeniably manifeft, that they neither perform 
an aft of obedience, nor poffefs the light of reafon. 
It muft be with an ill grace, therefore, that our op¬ 
ponents charge us with implicitlycafliicring the light 
of reafon, refpefting the law of baptifnj; while they 
profefl’edly, and almoft univerfalh^, difregard it- in the 
fubjeSi of baptifm: even though they are obliged to 
acknowledge, that Infant baptifm is not exprefsly re¬ 
quired, as Infant circumcifion was of old. 

In another place our author fays; ‘ I infifi it is not 
« in [Mr. B.’s] power to perform his appointed work, 

* to teach in order to baptifm, but by the aids of moral 
*and analogical reafoning. Without this he will be 
‘ at alofs about the kind and the degree of teaching 
But Mr. B. has no great need ‘ of moral and analogi- 

* pal reafoning’ to Inform him, that an infant of eight 
days or a month old, is neither capable of any 

nor any degree^ of teaching; fo that be the word teach 
ever fo vague, it cannot in any fenf; apply to in.fant?. 
—My opponent feems to forget, that baptifm in the 
name of the Father, of the Son, and of.the Moly Spi¬ 
rit, is a very different thing from teachings or frcitn 
religious inflruftion, whether public or private. 'I'he 
latter, as to its general nature, hands on a merely 
moral ground; is enforced by that law of nature to 
which our author fo often appeals; and is, Dr. Owen 

» Vcl. I. 72. 
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aflures us, a ‘ duty moral in its own nature*,’ For 
though public evangelical teaching have the fan<aioa 
of divine appointment; and though abilities for that 
work be the donatioli of our afeended Saviour, wlio 
beftows ti'c-m as he pleafes; yet, under every Difpen-, 
fition of divine grace, it has been the duty, not only 
of pareiits to inftruft their children in the concerns of 
religion, but of others that were enabled fo to do, and 
had a call in Providence, to teach their neighbours. 
Whereas baptifm is peculiar to the Chriftian CEcono- 
my, and the whole of its adminiftration depends on a 
fpecial manifeftation of the divine will. Confequent- 
ly, whatever neceffity there- may be for moral and ana¬ 
logical I'eafoning, with reference to teaching-, no juif 
iull-rcnce can be drawn from it, with regard to bap- 
tlpn. * 

As to thofe who arc naturally capable of being 
taught, and of profelSng faith in thc^ Son of (jod, vve 
labour under no greater difficulty refpecting baptilin, 
than Dr. W. does with reference to the I.ord’s flip¬ 
per. Yet he fays, ‘ I maintain, that the very nature 
‘ of the eucharift requires eatijig bread and drinking 
‘ v/ine In remembrance of Chrift; that remembering 
‘ Chrift, dlfccrning Lord’s body, and prcvioift/i//- 
‘ examination, are essential qualifications of a wor- 
‘ thy comt^^unicant f.’ Nay, in his Abridgment of 
Mr. MoRRicE’r Social Rellolon, when deferibins the 
duty of evangelical paftors relating to the Lor3’s 
table, be tells us; That they are ‘ to keep to the iii- 
‘ ftitution of Chrift, and take care that holy things 
‘ Jhould be only to holy perfons Now it would be 
extremely ftrangc, were there any more difficulty in 
determining who me fo taughp, as to make a credible 

Tme Naliire of n Oof[>el Churd' and its Gov, n. 95. + Vol. 

II. 2:5. ^ Social Re!ig. p. 96. 
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pfo&ffion of believing the golpel, in order to baptilm j 
than there «in concludmg, t^o Uiey are that remem¬ 
ber Chrift, dijceryi his body, examine themfefves, and 
are bofy perfons. Yet the latter are confidered by 
Mr. hioRRlCE and his Abridger, as ejfcntial qualifi¬ 
cations for die Lord's table; and the adminifirator 
of the holy fupper is reprefented zs bound to be care¬ 
ful that none but holy perlons be admitted to full com¬ 
munion. My opponent, therefore, to be confiftent, 
fhould either encourage a promifcuous approach to 
the table of our Lord, or difcard this objeftion. 

It is worthy of being remarked, that when qualifi¬ 
cations for the Lord’s fupper are under confideration, 
my opponent unites with Mr, Morrice, in having 
immediate recourse to the inftitution, or law of the or¬ 
dinance, as the RULE, by which to determine tHe 
charafter of the candidates, juft as we do refpecfting 
baptifm. Nor does he feel the leaft neceflity for ap¬ 
plying to Mofes, to David, or to any of the ancient 
prophets, in order to learn, by a long feries of analogi¬ 
cal reafoning, who are properly qualified for the Lord’s 
table. Noj what is direilly and exprefsly fpoken of 
the holy fupper, is, with him, the only rule— the 
divine LAW, both of admiffion and of adminiftfation. 
Whdreas, when prerequifites for baptifin, and the 
proper mode of adminiftration, come under diicufiion, 
he boldly denies the words of inftitution, or law of 
the ordinance, to be the rule: maintainhig, that we 
mKft bV neceflity feck for documents extremely dif¬ 
ferent from the law of baptifin, in order to know what 
baptifm is, and to whom it belongs. He admits, how¬ 
ever, that the fphere of enquiry is large, and that the 
means of information are numerous. For he a(Ierts, 
that ‘ the gofpel revelation is the rule and pofttive 
‘ direSlhry' Wherever you meet, from the third of 
A Genefis 
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Genefis to ehd of Revebtion, widi a manifbftation 
of divine mercy to miferabte finners, pu may there* 
fore fay; The&e is the rule of baptifmalduty. 

JVithout moral and analogical reafoning^ he will be 
at a lofs about the kind and the degree of Uaching, But 
Dr. W. feems to forget that there are two cities of the 
baptifmal ftatute,and equally authentic; which) though 
perfectly the fame as to their defign, are manifeftly 
different in the form of expreffion. Now, in one of 
thofe copies, the kind of teaching is expreffed by. 
Preach the gospel, or proclaim the glad tidings; and 
the degree of teaching by, He that believeth the 
gracious truth fo publifhed, or taught.—"Relative to 
this particular, Mr. Baxter fays: ‘ As it is making 
‘ difciples, which is firft expreffed in Matthew; fo 
‘ Mark expoundeth who thefe difciples are, (as to the 
‘ aged) by putting believing before baptifm: and dial 
‘ we may know that it is juftifying faith that he 
‘meaneth, he anncxeth firft baptifm, and then the 
‘ promife of falvation. He that believeth and is hap~ 

‘ tized jhall be faved*.' Provided, therefore, we do 
but regard the law of baptifm with a degree of impar¬ 
tiality, equal to that which is paid by Proteftants to 
the law of the facred fupper; there will be no mofe 
jiecellity of recurring to moral confiderations, or to 
the doftrine of analogy, in the one cafe than in the 
other. But who, except Romait Catholics, ever 
thought of analogical reafoning being neceffary to un- 
derftand thofe dhafting terms; 'Take—eat —brink—■ 
in remembrance of me P Why, then, fhould any Pro- 
teftant imagine, that the meaning of thofe expreflions 
in the law before us. Teach—believeth — baptizing— 
cannot be underftood, without the circuitous labour 
of analogical difquifition ? Muft; we neceflarily rCctif 
* DiffHiations on Right to Sacraments, p. 149. 
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to the tliird, or to the feventeenth of Genefis, and fuch 
like paflkges, to know what is meant by the term teachy 
and the word believry as contained in the law of bap- 
tilin ? Or, to ufe an eiegatft expreflion of our au¬ 
thor’s, muft we rummage the Mofaic inftitutes for 
purification by water, before we can underfland what 
tliat capital term baptizing means? Let common 
fenfe, and common impartiality, forbid the thought ? 
—The Analytical Reviewer, when remarking 
Dr. W.’s conduit in this refpcit, fays: ‘ Some may, 
‘ perhaps, objeil to what the author offers on thefe 
‘heads, that he confounds the ufe of our reafon and 
‘ judgment, which is neceflary tounderftand the words 

* or language ofi a command, with the application of 

* our reafon to form concluftons and rules on points 
‘ about wiiich tlie command is ftlent*.’-^\ may add, 
why Ihould moral confiderations and analogical rea- 
foning be neceflary in this cafe, rather than in a mul¬ 
titude of fimilar cafes under the former CEconomy? 
Or, were the ancient people of Godobligcd to adopt our 
author’s method, refpeiting the law of circumcifion— 
of the paflbver—of facrifices—and of the various puri-i 
fications ? Wc may reft aflured that they were under 
lio fuch neceflitv: partly, becaufc the law of each.cafe 
had no need to be Co elucidated; and, partly, becaufe 
the bulk of the people were abfolutely incapable of 
I'uch analogical refearches, 

1 faid. Incapable of fuch analogical refearches. This 
is a fail, with regard to the inftance how before us. 
I’or, are there not multitudes of Chriftians—is not a 
great majority of thofe who are fo called, either for 
want of talents, or of opportunity, incapable of that 
analogical inveftigation which, according to Dr. W,, 
is neceflary to underiland the law of baptifin? Nay, 
* Analytical Review, Vo\. X. p. 5*1. 
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are not many of them incompetent even to underftanil 
his own reafoning on the fubjcdt ? But if fo, the ge- • 
nerality of our Lord’s d^fciples muft, in tliis cafe, en¬ 
tirely depend on the judgment and integrity ot the wii- 
er tevr; and, whth regard to parents in guicral, Inl.uii 
fprinkling inuil: proceed on the ground of an implicit 
faith. The procedure, therefore, for uhicli nry oppo¬ 
nent pleads, is ofitfclf a ffrong prcfumpiive evidence 
that he is under a grofs niiflake.—Wherca:, kl Lu; 
the word f 3 otorri^'-i'Ti{ be fairly traiiflettd into plaiu 
J'inglifh, as the other wouls tf i(r f.icted flaiute iirCi 
and the moft illiterate perfon, if hv can leaJ hi,» own 
l.iiiguagc, may find IxAli tl)c qualifi''.aiM!v: fin biptilin, 

: nd the projier mode of ailniiiiiliratidn, r ;■ roii- 
t.iincd in the law itfidf. Nor is this thing mor • 
than what is common to v.’ife and g(.od laws, whether 
they be divine or human. I''or it is natural to fuppofe 
tliat the laws of a prudent and rightaous Icgiuator, 
will always contain fuch a defeription of the fubjecds 
whom thofe laws are intended to afihdl:, and of the o- 
bedience required, as is intelligible by the parties con¬ 
cerned ; without their having recourie to obfidete fta- 
tutes that have been repealed for a thoufind years, or 
to otlier laws of a modern date, (cveept in cafe of an 
exprefs reference to them) in order to learn who are 
obliged, and the obedience enjoined. 'Thus it was 
in the Mofaic inftitutes ; thus it is in the eucdiiiifti- 
cal ftatute; :yid thus it will ever be in laws that aie 
wife and falutary. 

Why, then, fhould Dr. W. infiftonfuch an excep¬ 
tion to the general courfc of legiflation, with regard 
to the law of baptifm ? Why contend for analogical 
reafoning as abfolutely neccifary’to difeover both mode 
and fubjedl ? The evident reafon is, that he may c- 
vade the proper, natural, and obvious meaning of thofe 
K 3 important 
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important words, teach — believet—-baptize. Had he 
Confined his analogical reafoning within fuch bounds 
as left the native import of enafting terms unimpaired, 
and permitted the law of baptifm to fpeak for itfelf, 
his miftake would have been of finall importance in 
this difpute. But as his dodfrine of analogy contra- 
didls the radical fignification of commanding terms, 
forbids the Legiflator to be heard in his own law, and 
ufurps the throne of legiflation, it deferves the moft 
refolute oppofition.—Yct, ftrange as this conduct is, 
the exigence of my opponent’s caufe requires it. For 
Infimt fprinkling is of fo delicate a conftitution, that 
it faints and is ready to die, if the law of baptifm be 
conlldered as the rule of both mode and fubjedl. Nor 
is there any other plaufijjle way for a Proteftant 
Diflenter to exclude the ill favoured radical meaning 
of thole enadfing words, teach—believes — baptize., be- 
lides that of analogical rcalbning. Among Protefeunts, 
therefore, and efpecially among Proteftant Noncon- 
formifts, the dodtrine of analogy is the very life of 
Piedobaptilin. For, incongruous as the fnppofitibn is, 
if the RULE of baptizing, both as to fubjedt and mode, 
btj not a very different thing from thehfi.'ft of baptifm. 
Infant fprinkling cannot fubfift. Whereas, could it 
be proved, orwere it univerfallyadmitted, that though 
the baptifmai ftatute be recorded by Matthew and 
Mark only; yet that the ‘ gofpel revelation is the 

* rule’ of adminiftration, and that this ‘ pofitive 

* diredfory’ may be found in the Pentateuch, in 
the Pfalms, and in the Prophets, befides various places 
in the New Teftament where baptifm is not mention¬ 
ed ; Infant fprinkling w'ould be in a fair way to live 
and flourifti. 

If our author’s mode ofarguingbe legitimate, it may 
bejuftly queftioned whether the commanding terms 
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of any law that is concifely exprefled can be under- 
flood, or any word be properly defined, without tbe 
life of analogy. But i« this his conftant courfe of pro¬ 
ceeding, whenever he hears any one fpeak of teachingy 
of believing^ or of baptizing ? Does he in thefe and 
fimilar cafes always employ the doftrine of refemblance, 
of proportion, or of analogy, to know the meaning of 
what is written or fpoken ? Is it common for Protef- 
tants, in other inllances, thus to proceed, and efpecial- 
ly with reference to the Lord’s fupper ? Or, if Our 
Epifcopalian Brethren adopt that mode of arguing, 
when defending any of their peculiarities, is it ufual 
for Proteflant DilTenters to approve their condufl ? 
Why, then, fliould Infant fprinkling be treated by 
Proteflant Nonconform! fls, as if it poflefTed the ex- 
clufive privilege of being defended principally on the 
ground of analogy ? No reafon for this can be affign- 
fd, except the necejfity of the cafe t vfhich neceffity is 
to us the flrongefl prefumptive proof, that Infant 
fprinkling is not founded in Scripture. 

In oppofition to the idea of our Lord having been 
plain and explicit in the law of baptifm, and that it is 
ta(y to be underflood. Dr. W. afks and anfwers ms the 
following manner: ‘ What JenJc of the inflitution is fo 
‘ plain and eafy ? Mr. B. and Dr. S., no doubt, think 
‘ that their own fenfe bids fair for this charadler. But 
‘ here is an Extraordinary phenomenon! here Ste not 
‘ a few thoufands ofhonefl Chriflians;not a few hun- 
‘ dreds of judicious divines, learned critics, profound 
* fcholars; Commentators who have developed the moft 
‘ abflrufe parts of holy writ; who yet cannot fee this 
‘ fenfe of the inflitution which is. fo cajy. Can that fenfe 
‘ ofa paflage of Scripture, or of the nature and defign 
‘ of an inflitution,be with any propriety called plain and 
*■ «i^’,i 7 r. 7 r,rx^//«V,and»ie/?i»/a//i^/^/r,which five men 
K 4. ‘out 
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* out of twenty contend is the true fenfcjbut which the 

* other fifteen, poflefledof an equal fliarc of parts,piety 

* «nd learning, maintain is the wrong fenfc ?—would 
*■ rather infer, and with what pt*opriety let the reader 
‘ judge,thateithertheAntipaedobaptift fenfeof Chrift’s 
‘ inftitution is not at ^rZ/thetrue fenfe,or,at any rate,a 

* fenfe very difficult to come at Inreply to this,let the 
following things be confidcrcd.—I'he Roman Catho¬ 
lics, when vindicating their varioitfly erroneous caufe, 
and to ferve a purpofe, have fometimes afferted, ‘ That 
‘ the doiEirine-of the Trinity is not plain in Scripture.’ 
To which Dr. Sherlock replies ; ‘'I'hat is, what- 
‘ ever fome men deny, is not plain: and therefore 
‘ Chriftianity itfelf is not plain, becaufe Jews, and 
‘ Turks, and Heathens deny it. Is the form of bap- 
‘ tifm plainly contained in Sc'.'ipturc, to baptize in the 

name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoji? 
‘ And yet many of the ancient heretics, who corrupt- 
‘ ed the do<^rine* of the Trinity, would not ufe this 
‘ form: which is as good an argument, that this form 
‘ is not plain, as that the dodlrine of the 'I riinty is not. 

‘ An;!, indeed, if one be plain, the other muft be [fo 
‘ to');J unlefswe will f.iy, that wc are baptized in the 
>:a ),y, that is, into the faith and worfliip of creatures I-.’ 
I'hough we are far from pleading the authority of 
numbers, .as djcifively in our fivour, except it be in 
ihe argnmentum ad horninem-, yet, with regard to our 
friifs of the term baptize, my opponent"ftiould have 
remembered, that fir thirteen hundred years, the whole 
of what v/as called the Chriftian world uniformly a£t- 
td upon it, except in extraordinary cafes; and that 
even to this day about one half the nominal Chriftians 
on earth pradtife iinnierfion, as the moll learned P.e- 

* Vol. T mt 

IV. p. 45 - 
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daboptifts themfel\fes declare. Thofe very Paedobap— 
tifts have alfo accounted for the commencement of. 
Infant baptifm, and foil the introduction of pouring or 
oi'fprinkling inffead ofirnmer/ion, in a manner that is 
perieCtiy confiftent with our fenfe of the inftitution . 
Nor do I recoIleCt that any of the Ancients, in the 
third and following centuries, ever pleaded the baptlf— 
maljlatute in favour of Paedobaptifm; any more than 
they did tlie law of the facred fupper, in fupport of 
Infent communion: but in each cafe they had recourfe 
to palTages where the ordinance in quell ion was notfo 
much as mentioned. 

Again; It is a ftrong prefumptio^ that the Paedo- 
baptifl fenfe of paflages in the New Tellament rela¬ 
tive to baptifm, is either ‘•not at all the true fenfe, or at 
‘ any rate a fenfe very difficul t to conic atthat, fo far as 
1 have obferved, none but thofe vvlioare profclTedly in 
the practice of Paedobaptifm can difeover it. Where¬ 
as the whole body of people called Qiiakcrs, without 
one exception occuring to my notice, confider our 
fenfe as plain and eafy, fo far as is confiftent with their 
entire negleCt of baptifm. But can that fenfe be clear 
and plain, which, I will not fiy, five out of twenty^ 
but one out of/«■» thoufand-, among thofe who are moft 
impartial, cannot defeern ? For the Quakers, as we 
have before feen, unanimoufly confider Infant fprink¬ 
ling as a human invention. This, therefore, muft be 
an ‘ extraordmary phenomenon,’ if the Predobaptift 
fenfe be clear and plain.—Befides,ifthere -be any pro¬ 
priety in this way of arguing, it will apply with ftill- 
greater force againft our author’s denial of baptifm be¬ 
ing a merely pofitive inftitution. For he is the only : 

■* Sec Pnutobap, Exam. Vol. I. Chap, iv, v, vii. Vol. II.. 
Chap. ii. iii. 
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writer with whom I have met, or of t^om I ever 
heard, who either denied or doubted the fed. 

The reafoning of my opponent fuppofes, that what¬ 
ever fenfe is affixed by the generality of common 
Chriftians, and of learned authors, either to a dodrinal 
text, or to an inftitution of Chrift; muft be more 
plan and eaiy than that which is annexed to it by the 
few. But, were this a fad, the argument would prove 
much more than Dr. W. can poffibly admit; as the 
following inftances will manifeftly (how.—The time 
was when this way of arguing might have been urged 
with much greater force in favour of Infant commu- 
nioKy than it is now for Infant baptifm. Becaufe the 
niofl learned Paedobaptifts thcmfelves have affiired us, 
that through the fpace of aboijt fiX hundred years, com¬ 
mencing from the time of Cyprian, it was the ge¬ 
neral, and even the univerfel pradice, to make infants 
partakers of the holy fupper *. Now, had there been 
a few dilTenters from that pradice, who pleaded, as 
Dr. AV. does, that a remembrance of Chrift, difeern- 
ing the Lord’s, body were plainly 

revealed ejfential qualifications for approaching tiie holy 
table; this argument would have been an adn.irably 
prefumptive proof, that their fenfe of the euchariuical 
ftatute was, either ‘ not at all the true fenfe, or a Icnfc 
••very difficult to comeat.’ For if there wecc any 
•■nonconformifts to that pradice, it is -probable they 
were, not as five to twenty^ but as one- to a million .— 
'Fhis retortion would be equally valid, with regard to 
Infant commutiion, as pradifed at this day in all the 
branches of the Greek and Oriental churches, refped- 
ing individual diflenters from that cufto.n, if any fach 
there be among them.—Our author’s way of reafoning 
would equally defend the conftitution, government^ and 
• See Padobaj). Exam, Vol. lI.<Chap. v. 
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rites of the Church of England, againft the objeftions 
of Proteftanl DilTenter.s. For though the Noncon- 
formifts in this kingdom be a Confiderable body'of 
people; yet, compared with profelTed members of the 
Englilh Eftablifliment, their number is far from be¬ 
ing as five to fifteen, or as five to twenty. Should our 
author, therefore, plead paflages of Scripture plain¬ 
ly againft the hierarchy and forms of worlhip in that 
Eftablifhment, Epifcopalians might with as much pro¬ 
priety reply; ‘ Here is an extraordinary phenomenon! ■ 
‘ here are not a few thoufands of honeft ChriftiaiK ^ 

‘ not a few hundreds of judicious divines, learned cri- 
‘ tics, and profound fcholars; who j^pt cannot fee’ that 
plain fenfs of the paffages in queftion. Upon which 
they might infer, that the plain fenfe for which he 
pleads is cither ‘ not at all the true fenfe, or at any 
‘ jatc a fenfe very difficult to come at.’ Nay, were 
there any force in this argument, it might be employ¬ 
ed to prove, that the Papal fupremacy, tranfubftantia- 
ti on, and many of the Popifh fupcrftitions, are more 
plainly revealed in Scripture, than the oppofitc fenti- 
ments of Proteftants; becaufc the bounds of the Rom- 
ifh communion are far more extenfive than thof^ of 
Froteftantifm; nor are the Popilh ecclefiaftics lefs 
learned than academical profeflbrs and minifters inPro- 
teftant countries.—Once more: That dodtrinqg and 
fadfs may be iJiry plainly revealed in Scripture, while 
great numbers of fenfible and learned men deny that 
they there exift. Dr. W, believes as well as I. Of 
this number are, the law of baptifm, as a ftahding in- 
ftitute, which is denied by the Quakers; the dodlrine 
of the Trinity, the proper Deity of Chrift, his claim 
to divine worfhip, his atonement for fin, hereditary 
depravity, the ncceffity of a divine influence on the 
human heart, juftificatlon before God by an imputed 
K 6 righte- 
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righteoufncfs, and feveral other particulars of a kindred 
kind; all which are denied by great numbers, who 
bear the name of Chriftians. I CMinot forbear fuf- 
petSling, however, that Dr. \V^. muft confider the 
greater part of thefc doflrines and fadfs as rather more 
plainly revealed in Scripture than Infant fprinkling, 
notwithftanding the oppofition with which they meet 
from one and another. 

Dr. W. charges our principles and conduft, rcr 
Ipedfing pofitive inftitutiens, with inconfiftency. For 
thus he interrogates; ‘ On what principle, except 

* what they afiFedI to difeard, do our opponents retain 
‘■feme of the pofitive rites of the New Teftament and 
‘ rejeft others ? \^''hy regard baptlfm and the euchariji 
‘ as of Handing obligation; while the pedilavium and 

* feajis of charity (ihe /amur injoined exprefsly by our 

* Lord, and both praclifed by the difciples of the apof- 
‘ tolic age, (fee John xiii. i+, 15. i Tim. v. 10. Jude 

* 12.) are judged unworthy of continuance? Whyre- 

* ceive females to communion, or adopt the firfi day of 
‘ the week for the Chriftian fabbath*?’—The prin¬ 
ciple which I have avowed, and in oppofition to which 
thelg interrogatories are produced, is very unfair¬ 
ly reprefented by our author. ‘ If, fays he, we 

* refign this maxim, that a pofitive precept or duty 

* excludes all moral reafoning, analogy and inference, 
n* we open a door to numberlefs innovations, and de- 

‘ prive ourfelves of a nccefTary barrier againft the en- 

* croachments of Popery, and fo on f marking thefe 
words with inverted commas, aird referring to parti¬ 
cular pages in the firft edition of my book, as if it had 
been a quotation verbatim^ In another place he re- 
prefents our principle thus: ‘ The mercenary forces 

* they place in front muft be (uch as thefe. I'here is^ 

* Vol, I. 9i, 93. t Vol. I. 90. 
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‘ no EXPRESS precept or precedent, in the New Tejla- 
‘ tnent for Padobaptifrn.—Thatfuch pajfages [in which 
‘ there is an exprefs precept or precedent] are our 
‘ ONLY RULE OF DOCTRINE AND WORSHIP*.’ A 
molt Iha.-nefiilly inadvertent mifreprefentation this ! 
As if we applied the principle, equally to articles of a 
onoral, as to thofe of a pofttive kind ! But if the rea¬ 
der be pleafed to examine for himfelf he will find, that 
the principle, and the manner of introducing it, are as 
follow. ‘ Some [Paedobaptift] authors imagine, that 
‘ Paedobaptifm is lawful, though it be not commanded. 

‘ But here they feemto forget, that baptifm is a poji- 
‘ tile rite, and that, when praiStifed, it is as an aft of 
‘ divine worjhipj Then the principle is thus exprefled: 

‘ A precept, therefore, or an example, muji be necejfary 
‘ to xvarrant the performance of it ; and, confequently 
‘ to authorize its adminiftration to any defeription of 
‘ perfons v/hatever f.’ After having endeavoured to 
confirm this principle by argument, and by the rea¬ 
foning of Dr. Owen and of Heineccius, which Dr. 
"VV. docs not honour with the leaft notice, I add} 

‘ Unltfs the principle of reafoning here adopted be juft, 
the arguments of Proteftants againft unfcriptural 
‘ ceremonies in the Romifti communion, will almoft 
‘ univerfally fail of proving the feveral points for which 
‘ they were produced %’ To this my opponent re¬ 
fers, and alforfo what I here fubjoin; ‘ Protelkint au.i, 
‘ thors in ggneral, when exploding a multitude of ce- 
‘ remonies in the Popifti fyftem; and Proteftant Difi- 
‘ fenters in particular, when oppofing various rites ap- 
‘ pointed in the Englifh Liturgy, are fure to proceed 
‘ on this principle} There is neither precept nor pre~ 
‘ cedent for them in the word of God. This maxim is 
* a firm barrier againft encroachments on the govern- 
! I. 201. .j. PaMap.Exam.^. i 36 .. Xldem,^. 190. 
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* menf ofChrifi, by princely domination, pricdly pride, 

* and popular unlteadinefs. It guards the thrhne of 

* our afcended Sovereign,’ and on *. J .now appeal 
to Proteftants, and to Noiiconfo;mifts in general, 
whether this be not a juft view of ihe giand p' inc'ple 
on which they refpc£tlvtl/ proceed, when oppofng the 
fuperftitions of Popeiy, and unicr.ptural rites in the 
Englilh Eftablilhmcjit ? I ih/.narid of Dr. V/., if he 
fliould think proper again to ‘ ftiow his opinion.’ that 
he would alfo ‘ anfwer hi» part;’ by proving, that this 
principle is not applicable to Infant fprinkling. 1 fur¬ 
ther demand, as matter of juftice, that v/hen he pre¬ 
tends to quote anv thing from Pardohaptiftn Examin¬ 
ed, and marks it with inverted commas, he would take 
a little more care, both as to, the language and fenli?, 
than he has done in the prefent inftance. 

Again: What is there in the principle to which he 
adverts, that is inconfiftent with our conduA refeeft- 
ing thofe particulars he mentionsThe princif.lc it- 
felf being no other'than that on which i ’roleftants 
proceed, when convifting the Popilh ceremonies of 
fuperftition j and Proteftant Diflenters, wlicn oj^pollng 
variqus rites in the Church of England; if it'infer the 
confequence Dr. W. pretends, with regard to us, it 
muft do the fame to an equal degree rcfpectiiig them. 
But as Proteftants when contending with Papifts, and 
.^oncoflformifts when difputing with Ertglifti Epifeo- 
palians, on tllis capital principle, never thought of fuf- 
pending the exercife of reafon, of difcarding common 
fenfe, and of commencing idiots, whenever a fcriptural 
precept, or an apoftolic precedent, came under their 
notice; no more do we, refpeifting die law'of bap- 
rifin, and obedience to that law in the primitive times. 
Tq ufe the powers of reafon on the baptifmal ftatute, 

• Tad'/bap. Exam. p. 443. 
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in order to know the Lcgiflator’s will; to confider 
that ftatute as the rule of our proceeding, and to com¬ 
pare apoftolic pratSheg as illuftrating that rule; muft 
neceflariiy be, as before obferved, a very different 
thing from having rccourfe to analogical reafoning on 
palTages of facred writ where baptifm is not mention¬ 
ed, in order to find the rule for both mode and fubje^I. 
The former we approve and prailifc; the latter we 
difeard, not only as impertinent, but as vacating the 
law of baptifm, except fo far as relates to the verbal 
form of adminiftration. For if that law preferibe nei¬ 
ther the mode, nor the qualifications of the fubjeft, it 
preferibes nothing bcfides a form wo-ds to be pro¬ 
nounced by the aJminiilTa£or.'--With regard to bap¬ 
tifm and the holy fiippc^, as ordinances of Chriftian 
worfliip, we neither appeal to the Old Teftamcnt, 
nor to fuch parts of the Nev/ as do r.otraciitioii them, 
in order to prove their ffaricling obligfiion. No ; for 
that purpofe we difetdlyapply to the inllltution of each, 
and to apoftolic pradfice ; juft as we tio refpetfting the 
mode and fubjedt of baptifm.—As to the other parti¬ 
culars mentioned by Dr. W. in pre of of our incori- 
fiftency, there is not the leaft evidence againjj: us 
from them, except on the fuppofiu'n that, when a 
precept or precedent is laid before us, we profefl'ed to 
renounce the cxercifc of common fonfe, and to be com¬ 
pletely fatisfiiid with the mere found of a divitfc com-, 
mand, or of,a fcriptural example; of which there is 
not the leaft appearance, either in our principles, or 
our praciiice*. 

My opponent having very unfairly reprefented our 
principle, pretends that the peculiarities of Quakerifm. 
are defended on the fame generd ground. For, when 

* See Peedoha/,. Exam. Vo!. I. p. .ii;, 216. ; and- 

1 owGoonh Dij/iKt from tbi CburJj of Enolund fullr fjiijud, 

p. 68, 69, 

fpeaking 



3 to 8 On Pojitive InJlituteSf [Chap. ly. 

ipeaking of the people called Qiiakers, with reference 
to our mifreprefented principle, he alks j ‘ Whence 
‘ palEve obedience and non-refijftance ? Whence an 
‘ oppofition to all forenfic fwearing, in common with 

* profane ? Whence tlie Quakers’ nonconformity to 

* what other ferious Chriftians confider as lawful ? 

‘ Their peculiar mode of falutation and addrefs?, I'heir 
‘ method of condu6ting religious worlhip ? The lit-. 
‘ tie ftrefs they lay on the obfervance of the Chriftian 
‘ fabbath?' and fo on *. To which I anfwer; Dr. W, 
cannot but know that the general principle of our ar¬ 
gumentation againft Infant fprinkling, regards posi¬ 
tive not/wrr?/duties. Whereas, 
in the particulars here mentioned, there is nothing but 
what is of a 7 noral nature, except the article relating to 
the Chriftian fabbath. Now, as the Quakers neither 
do, nor can deny, that there are apojhllc precedents for 
obferving the firfl: day of the week; lb my opponent 
is obliged to acknowledge, that they obferve it in a 
religious manner, though the Ifrefs thc^lay upon that 
obfervance is too fmall. — With regard to Infant 
fprinkling, they firmly and unanimoufly maintain, that 
it n^ver had a divine command; that it never was 
pradlifed, either by John the Baptift, or by the Apof- 
tles; and that the practice of it is abfolutcly unwar¬ 
ranted by the New Teftamcnt. But, as to their total 
lejedlioft of baptifm, even refpedling thofc who profefs 
repentance and faith, they do not pretend to proceed 
on either exprefs divine declaration, or apoftolic ex¬ 
ample. . No; they vindicate their condudi, as Dr. W. 
does his, on the ground of tnoral confiderations, and by 
analogical reafoning. 

It is with an equal degree of impropriety that our 
author produces Dr. Brett, as if he argued on our 
* Vol. I. 90, 91. 
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principle, and with as much fucccfs, when ‘ defcjiding 
‘ the divine right of Epifcopacy, and the neceflity of 
‘ an Epifcopal commiflion, for preaching God’s word, 
‘ and for the valid adinfniHration of the Chriftian (;i- 
‘ cramenn Bccaufe it is diocefan Epifcopacy in 
favour of which the DoiSor argues; and is that men¬ 
tioned in the precept on which he reafons ? Can the 
commiilion which our Lord gave to his Apoftles be 
confidcrcd as a pofitive precept for Englifh Epifco¬ 
pacy ? Yes, juft as much as the law of circumcifion 
is a pofitive command for Paedobaptifm : but in both 
c.ifi's the pretended proof is of the illative kind.— 
J'hat Dr. Brett pleads the exprefs authority of his 
own church, is acknowledged; but w*iii regard to the 
Scripture, his argument is merely inferential. Nor 
could it be otherwife : fof no Proteftant Epifcopalian 
author, with whofc writings I am acquainted, ever 
pretended that there is in the New Teftament, either 
exprefs precept, or plain example, for that lordly Epif¬ 
copacy againft which Diflenters objedl.—The Doc¬ 
tor’s argument from Scripture is this: I’he apofto- 
lical order, which was appointed to fupply the place of 
Chrift alter his afeenfion, was intended for a perpetual 
inftiiution. To that order and office our Lord pfo- 
iTiifed liis prefence to the end of the world. Now, as 
diocefan bi{hops,are the only fucccflbrs of the Apoftles, 
none but luch bishops, and thofe perfons whom tltsy ap¬ 
point, , are authorized to adminifler baptifm and the 
Lord’s fupper f. I'he precept from which Dr. Brett 
argues J, is juft as exprefs for lord biftiops, as it is for 
lord cardinals, or for a Romiftt pontilF. Why, then, 
fttould his argument be produced as a parallel to ours 
from rliofe terms of the bapti final m&.\\.\i\.ii^tecich—bcliev~ 
eth iiaptizc ? It is not by the direct expreffions of our 

\'jl. I. .[■ \oJ_ j;_ xxviii. 19, 20. 

Lordj 
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Lord, but by mere that the zealous Epifcopalian 

endeavours to prove his favourite point; and, therefore, 
his example is followed, not by us, but by our author. 

JBut, whiclf is yet more extraordinary, my opponent 
would fain perfuadc us, that the Pope himfelf, in vin¬ 
dication of his imperious claims; and Roman Catholics 
ih general, when fupporting their multiplied fuper- 
ftitions; proceed upon our principle, and plead exprels 
precepts and precedents. For thus he fpeaks; ‘ I'he 
‘ attentive reader will eafily obferve, that Dr. Brett 
‘ —^was on his road to Rome; taking, however, pofi- 

* the precepts, which always imply their negative, for 
‘ his guide. And had he completed his journey,, he 
‘ and his principles would have met with the moft cor- 
‘ dial v/elcome. For by .fuch principles the Papal 

* chair is fupported, and the whole ftrufture of the 
‘ holy catholic church can boaft of a llmilar founda- 
‘ tion*.’—^ThatDr. W. here ‘ fliows his opinion,’ is 
plain; but that his aflertions arc both novel and un¬ 
founded, mull, I thiiik, appear to every impartial 
reader, who is tolerably acquainted with the Popifh 
controverfy. For he means to perfuade the public, 
thiit the pofttive precepts and principles of which he 
Ipeaks, are fimilar to thofe which are pleaded by us 
againft Infant fprinkling. 

Pofttive precepts the guide to Rome. But then it is 
in a itianner like that of our author, when he takes the 
pofttive precept refpedling circumcifion, and the Mo- 
faic precepts relative to ceremonial purification, for 
his guide to Infant fprinkling. Let him prove, if he 
can, tlut the Roman Catholics produce any pofttive 
precept whatever, where the fubjedt ia-queftiou is ex~ 
prefsly mentioned, in defence, either of their haughty 
claims, or of tlieir deverfified fupcrftitions. Why, if 
• Vol. I. 68, 69, 
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our author’s reprefentation were juft, £hou!d Protefl- 
ant writers at every turn plead againft them the loant 
ef both precept and pxeccdcnt ? Yet this is very frc- 
cjuently Aonc.—By fuch principles the Papal chahy and 
the whole Jirutiure of the Catholic Charchf are fup- 
ported. Yes, by arguing on the principles of ancient 
Jndaifm^ and from Inch pafl'agcs of Scripture as do 
not mention the fubjeft in queftion, juft as our author 
does, the Papifts endeavour to fiipport their caufe. 
Let my opponent difprove this if lie can; for, that it 
is a faft, I appeal to the writings of both Papift s and 
Proteftants*. A method, which, in reference to po- 
fitive inftitutions, we utterly difea/d; but of v/hich 
the Dodlors, Brett and 'VVii.liams, are extremely 
fond, when defending th^ir difierenthypothefes. 

Pofttive precepts imply their negative. It may be 
neceflary, perhaps, to inform the reader, that this po- 
lition is taken from Pecdohaptifm Excfmined ; and it is 
here, as in various other places, introduced by way of 
contempt. But though Dr. W. treat the idea, again 
and again, as if it were a ridiculous falfchood; yet he 
takes not the leaft notice of the proof and illuftration 
of it that iSi’ere adduced.—'I’he following is the p^/^ge 
to which he adverts. ‘ Pofitive laws imply their ne- 
‘ gativc.’ This he quotes time after time. But, as 
)f it had been a mere afiertion, and quite unfupported 
by argument^ he proceeds no further. SuclTis Dr, 
W.’s way of ‘ fiiowing his opinion,’ and of giving 

^ full reply’ to my book !—I fupported the pofition, 
however, in the following manner: ‘ A command, 

^ from undoubted authority, to perform an adfion in 
'■fuel) a manner, and on fuch a fubjedl, muft be confi- 
‘ dered as prohibiting a different manner, and a dif. 

• See Pyefa'Vntive agahiji Popny, paffim: and various in- 
ll intc!, n !iich arc adduced in Ptcdobap. Exam. Vol. II. Chap. i. 

‘ ferent 
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* ferent fubjeft. So, for ijiftance, when God com- 
‘ mandcd Abrahamtocircumcifehis poftcrity, on 
‘ eighth day; there was no nrcellity that a prohi- 
‘ bition fhould be annexed, relating to any fimilar ce- 
‘ remony which might havebecn performed onfe?nalts-, 

‘ nor to cxprefsly forbid the circumcifion of a jing.->\ 

‘ inftead of the forelkiu; nor to fay in fo many word'-, 

‘ It fhali not be peiformed on the fevcnth day. Thole 
‘ pofitive precepts, T> Jhull circu'ritif/ tbs JleJh of your 
^ forejkin—He that is eight days old fialt be cirenmeij- 
‘ ed-, plainly implying the foremrntioned prohibitions. 

‘ —So, when Jehovah commanded the Ifraeiites to 
‘ take a lamb, a male of the fr/} year, for the pafclial 

* feaft; there was no need to forbid the choice of an 
‘ ewe lamb, nor yet a ram of the fu oad or third j'ear. 

‘ So, likewife, when Paul, fpeaking of the facreJ fup- 
‘ per, fays; Let a man examine him self, and fo 
‘ let him eat ; thVrc was no neceffity of adding, Thoie 
‘ who cannot examine themf.Ivcs ought not to eat.— 

‘ Thus in regard to the ordinance before us. Our 
‘ Lord having given a commiflion to baptize thofe 
‘ that are taught-, without faying any thing elfewhere, 

‘ by.way of precept or of example, concerning fuch 
‘ as are not inflructed being included in that commif- 
‘ lion; there was no neceffity for him to prohibit the 
‘ baptizing of thofe who are not taught: much IcLs to 
■* forbiS the baptizing of infants, that cannot be taught, 
‘ in order to render thebaptlfin of them uhlawful. We 
‘ may fafely conclude, therefore, that though negative 

* arguments, in various cafes, have no force; yet, in 
‘ pofitive worffilp and ritual duty, they are, they muft 
‘ be valid. Otherwife, it would be impcffible to vin- 

* dicate the divine condudt in punilhing the fons of 
‘ Aaron, for offering firangc fire ; or Uzzah, for touch- 
*-ing the ark ; feeing neither the one nor the other of 

° thefc 
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* thofe particulars was exprefsly forbidden*.’—Such 
was my reafoning on the fubjedl. Why, then, as our 
author in another cafe profefles himfelf to be fo ready 
and fo able‘ to confjofit,to break,and torout’anargu- 
meatativ'e ‘ phalanx,’ did he not here exert his mighty 
polemical powers? Why treat my pofition as if I 
had faid nothing at all to fuppoit it ? 

Pofitive laws imply their Notwithftand- 

ing the offence which this all a i.iou has given to my 
opponent, yet oth .r f’xdobaptifts conhder it in a re- 
fpeihiblc point of light, bor thus Bifhop Stilling- 
fleet; ‘Though the negative of a futJ holds not, 

‘ yet the negative cf a law doth ; clfc no fupcrftition f 
Thus Mr. iiLSOP: ‘ He that acts by commiffion,muff 
‘have his powers authorized by his commiffioii. Sup- 
‘ pofe a prince fhould ilRie out a commiflion to certain 
‘ delegates 10 hear and determine all differences relat- 
‘ ing to Jic forclf, and they fliall intermeddle with af- 
‘ fairs out of the purlieus; will it be thought enough to 
' la;', TheJj places are not cnclnded [in] their commif- 
'■ ficus'X’ Nay, l.)r. W. himfelf acknowledges the 
fadf for which I plead, with rrfjrcacc to laws of a 
merely pofitive kind, when he fays ; ‘ Pofitive duties 
‘far as, or in the refpciSl: that they arc prfitive-i-— 
‘ IMPLY THEIR NEGATIVES; for this fcafon, that no 
‘ law whatever, on the fuppolition, enjoins thefenega- 
‘ lives He tells us, however, in another place; ‘ It 
‘ is demonffratile, that pofitive laws, though they con- 
‘ elude affirmatively., do not conclude negatively, ex- 
‘ cept in matters that are abfolutely indefenfible on all 
^ data whatever .II’ Our author, therefore, has the 
honour of being once more ^ plump againft’ himfelf.— 

• Pir.t-bajt, Exam. p. 187, 1S8, 1S9. Vol. II.p.5j, 54, 55. 
F.dit. 2d. f Irenieum, Part II, Chap. iv. p. 1S2. zd.Edit. 
t Sober Enquiry, p. 321. liift Edit. § Vol, I, iiz. 

8 Vol. 1.250. 
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I conclude, then, that Dr. W. muft either prove that 
baptifm is entirely a maral duty; or that tny pofition, 
and its application in this controverfy, Ihould ftand 
unimpeached. 

My opponent, notwithftanding, ridicules the pofi¬ 
tion under our notice, in the following manner. ‘ Po- 
* ^tive laws imply'their negative: which maxim fatal- 
‘ ly excludes all hope of being raifed again [after the 
‘ aft of immerfion] bythecommiffioned plungers*.’ 
Not contented with fneering at the afTertion once and 
again, with regard to immerfion, he does it a third 
time, vidth equal fprightlinefs and equal ftKCefs f. In 
another place, however, he treats it with ferioufnefs, 
when he fays; This ‘maxim, Pejitive laws imply 
‘ their negative^ has no force in the baptifmal contro- 

* verfy, until he demonftrates,«in oppofition to what is 
‘ advanced, that the diftates of right reafon muft be 

* /mothered , or elfe that revelation countermands their 
‘ influence —-"How frequently does Dr. W. infinu- 
ate, that our doftrine of pofitive inftitutes vacates the 
exercife of common fenfe? And how often muft I 
afliire him, that as we have no predileftion at any time 
for a ftate of idiocy; fo we certainly fhall not defire 
it, efeher when called to eftimate a candidate’s quali¬ 
fications for baptifm, when adminiftering the ordi¬ 
nance, or when difputing with my opponent. But 
that there is a very important difference between a fo- 
“ber ufe of reafon, on the law of inftitulion, the pro- 
feflionef a candidate, or the adminiftratiofi of baptifm, 
and fbat circuitous analogical reafoning for which he 
pleads, is very apparent, and has been already proved. 
Befides, the negative of immerfion, in this cafe, is not 
being ‘raifed again,’ but pouring or fprinkling', as 
every impartial reader muft confefs. Confequently, 

• Vol. II. 25)83. t Vol. II. 379. % Vol. I. 233. 

his 
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his vvitticifm is wide of the mark.—Again: If the 
God of Ifrael required his people, on certain occafions, 
to purify themfelves by bathing their whole bodies in 
water; the negative of tljat pofitive requifition, as in 
the cafe before us, muft have been pouring or fprink- 
ling, and implicitly forbidden as a fubftitute for bath¬ 
ing. But was there any danger of thofe concerned, 
fo immerfmg themfelves as never to rife again ? If 
he fliould reply, They never profelTed to difeard the 
exercife of reafon, in the performance of ritual appoint¬ 
ments: it may be anfwered. No more do we; what¬ 
ever, to ferve % jiprpofe, he may infinuate. Nor caii 
we fuppofe there was much neceffity for our author, 
with the felfimportance of an Elihu, to ‘fhow his o- 
‘ pinion;’ left, infteadof merely immerfing, wefhould 
drown the candidate. , 

But my opponent proceeds with his infmuations a- 
gainft our principles, as if they had a ftrong tendency 
toward Popery, and fays; ‘ The wearer bf the triple 
‘ crown alftrts an univerfal claim to [the right of ad- 

* mitting perfons to the minifterial fumftion,] as his 
‘ fovereign prerogative—And what is extraordinary, 
‘ he urges exprefsy literal paffages of Scripture, on 

* which to found his pretenfions Muft we, theny 
ronfider the Papal claim of fupremacy, or of infallibi¬ 
lity, as having its pretended foundation in ‘ exprefs, 

* literal paffages of Scripture ? ’ That the famous Ciy i,- 
LiNGWORTH wa^of a different opinion, however, is 
evident from the following words: ‘ That our Saviour 
‘ defigned the biftiop of Rome to this office, and yet 
‘ would not fay fo, nor caufe it to be written—W Ret 
‘ memoriam —^by any of the Evangelifts or Apoftles, fo 
‘ much as 9nce\ but leave it to be drawn out of unccr- 

* tain principles, by thirteen or fourteen more uncer- 

* Yfcl. 1 . rg. 
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‘ tain confequences i he that can believe it, let him 
Thus alfo Dr. Cave : ‘ The places [of Scripture] u- 
‘ fuallyalledged to makegood ihcir claim [of Papal fu- 
‘ prcmacy,] are fo far-fetched^ and fo little to their pur- 
‘ pofe, that they contain alone a thong prcfumptioii 
‘ agninll them : and th^ir own autJiors foinetimes 
‘fpeak of them with great dift'elK Here, if any 
‘ where, fure, we may argue, vijir.l;.v.it daring to pie- 
‘ feribe rules to the IVIoft High, 'fhat in a matter of 

* fo great moment, had it been dorigncd, it would 
‘ have been moft explicitly dillvcred, and folemnly in- 
‘ culcated f.’ Now thefe authors, I prefume, were as 
well acquainted witli the pretended foundation of Rom- 
i/h fupremacy, as is my opponent.—Again: Had the 
Roman Catholics what they confidered as ‘ exprefs, 

‘ literal paffages of Scripture,’ on which to found their 
darling fupremacy, or their infallibility, they would no 
more apjdy "for proof of thofe particulars to the firll 
Chapter of Cienefis, and to the feventeenth of Deute- 
ronomyj than Dr. W. himfelf, had he exprefs texts 
in the New Teftamcnt for Infant fprinkling, would 
appeal to the Pentateuch, or to the ancient prophecies 
Bi proof of his point. Yet Dr. Barrow tells us, 
that the Papifts find their fupremacy in the firftofGe- 
ncfis; and Mr. Poole informs us, that they vehe¬ 
mently urge the feventeenth of Deuteronomy in proof 
of their infallibility J. '• 

Again: In order to load our grand principle of rca- 
foning againft Infant fprinkling with all the oppro¬ 
brium in his power. Dr. W. maintains, that it is the 
fame on which ‘ the Popifli abfurd figment of tranfub- 

* ftantiation, apoftolical fucceffion, extremc'undtion, and 

* Ret/g. of Proicjlnuis, Part I. Chap. ii. §ii. + Preferv- 
Bgnkji Popery, Title I. p. 137- t Barrow on/fi? Po/r’i 
Supremacy, p. 155. PooLt’s Htdl'ty ojRomijb Faith, p. z6. 
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‘ fo on,’ are defended. In another place he tells us, 
the Roman Catholics plead for ‘the nccejftty of feven 
‘ facraments •, the necejjlty of tradition; the neci'lJlty of 
‘ an infallible interpreter, and fo on j and the neccjjity 
‘ ■ ;f believing and complying with all, as terms ofeom- 
‘ uiviaion. And their bigoted, intolerant principles 
‘ arc maintained /y an appeal to CLrlji's positive 
‘ INJUNCTION S —Dr. W., with, an air of fupcrcili- 

ous contempt, has denominated the RapiUls ‘geniufes 
‘ of fuperior penetrationand furely, if he Irimfelf 
had not been a genius of fuperior kind, he never could 
have difeovered that the principle under confideratiori 
is that very datum on which the imperious claims, and 
the abominable fuperftitions of Popery are defended. 
But, be that as it may, before I examine the propriety 
and the juftice of tlicfc*charges, it may be expe¬ 
dient again to remind the reader that our principle 
is as follows; A divine precept, or an apr^olic precedent, 
is ahfolutely ncccjfary to authorize the performance of 
any branch of ritual avorjhip, I'his is the general 
datum on which we proceed in our opixifition to In¬ 
fant fprinkling ; and this, 1 fhould have thought, is a 
fact fo notorious, that my opponent himfclf could jiot 
be ignorant of it. That he intentionally mutilated, de¬ 
formed, and mifreprefented it, in order to ferve his pur- 
pofe, I know not how to conceive; hut that it Is treat¬ 
ed fo muft be* acknowledged.—He fomewhei^ tells 
his reader, that 1 had, on a certain occafion, made him 
futile : and, as I love to find him in a good humour, he 
may fmile as often as he pleafjs. It may ag.aiii, per- 
haps, give him pleafure to be informed, that in mjr 
turn I alfo have had my feafons .of fmiling, when pe- 
ruiinghis Book. Yes, 1 have fmiled, for inftance, at 
thtfjle/nn potnpofty with which he exhibits hiinfelf in 
his iMotto—at the matbanaikaljlyk in which he fpeaks 

\ Ol. 1* VI** I • lOO* 
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of his argi.ments—.’f h’‘- Dvoftilii.'g .o the blun¬ 

ders of allj or alinoi' .ill, ihe 1 .edi 1,' j till's that wrote 
on the fubjccl before —iii.e, ,; ''d.a ■. ihcr things, 

ztMxsprohtJi’dmarr! ' ’ro7..).'/ry in co-- ■ liing, break¬ 
ing, and rooting, a f ion’.j)h;Ja:)\ '' r *J par¬ 

ticulars I f/r.-'i’d, .’I. cri’/df dvjm .'■, vbig tnc 
fmile of the publit. , n free to d i t e, tiiai 

his groisinadvertent e i,i painiii g . niiiVcprcf'-nttition o?' 
theprineij." ■■ndei co-.,-.icr;"j'■ nponreader, is f..> 
far from cxc '.iug a fn-.i", rieit I na- vie ■■ it as 

worthy of lerious r"j a u,; n. 'I't imiquotf, through 
inadverte/icy, a fingie cx .. ■■ : even to give a 

wrong turn to a '' tee. ’-ay be, in various, 

cafes, of liillc imp(. i. tiur i: is far othe: wife when 
p general a?. .! capita! nciple of rcaj^ningh mifrepre- 
fented; and tliis is tin.- ctife her .—With regard to ■ 
propriety and ’he iiifb'- ; of ... ir author’s allegiUioi , 
the following parti- Jars r-rv not be impertinent. 

If the princii,'. ' ‘ -imenia!! e adopted by us 
be the fame ' ‘ .eli i-’ .r n ^a'holics pro¬ 

ceed, when <i-,ic'iding th-.n; fupt-ritvions; it muft be a- 
vowed bv them, a-^ i: by u- ;, hat nothing of a ri¬ 
tual bind fi.ould be praiStife.i ni the woi-fhip of God, 
wMch is not warranted by a divine conmand^ or an a- 
poftolic exaonple. But is this a fail ? Are not their 
books of controverfy full of reafonings, and their wor- 
Ihip teplete with praftices, quite the reverfe of this 
principle ? Let every Proteftant, nay, let every Papift 
in Europe judge.—But Dr. W. avers, ‘they ap- 
‘ peal to Chrift’s pofitive injunilions’ for the ncceffity of 
—/even facraments — tradition—an infallible interpreter 
d—an unknown et ctttera —and of complying with a 11^ 
»s terms of communion. Indeed! This is one of the moft 
extraordinary all’ertions, refpedllng the principles of 
Popery, with which I ever met; and, were it credible, 
H Ihould certainly confider the Roman Catholic fyftem 
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They appeal to 6'/>r//7’j p'-.fitiv’ hijunSiiont. If by 
pojiiiur injw'.liotv. he I'lreitJed, noc cxprcfs commands 
for thi. p>ca ticuiar> hr nicnt but fur oihei' things oi 
;i (jiffercn: o.irnrc ; he niamiejl!,'quiblJcs upon terms, 
i- g'.'ii'y n{ p-.Jy.iWe diflngenuitv, abufes his Icfs iii- 
finiicd ciid £iys iKiih;;i!', I- the purpofe. For 

the priiicijiie of argument which is i” uiijrute, evident* 
Iv fpeaks of a pr-.c.-jjv. oi ot a piece kiit, kn tire rite 
whatever it be, dial is in qcefrion Iklu'ies, if 
by ‘ politive in'iunClions' ht mean diiect pr.cepts lor 
thi igs licit arc diffc-oii from tliofe paitic 'larizcd, lie 
rtr.i i.' di hi nfrlf fhaving acb'ptcJ the very method cf 
f.!pp.>:te>: Fa.baprifm, Vihi.h £•: iloiva.i. Catholics 
efe ill (lefa,- hig their iujicriFlivCe.. I'hus, for in- 
Far.tm, CF'; comniaiuled the Acrniuca! priefts, when 
L .'fe'iatiiig at the aitai', to wear !i irn hrcccha *and 
ivnee the i’apills iiifei their elLrir,;' celibacy. So 
Jehov'.'.h gave a pofuive iniunflioii to Abraliam, that, 
when eight days old, all ins mat; p dlerity fhould be 
circumcifed ; and bence D:. W. infers tlie right of in¬ 
fants to baptifm. \'arh)U3 iv;r;:i 'idai'i by way of com- 
parifon between my oppoaaiii a.-di the '’ap'lita, migiit 
be adiiuced, bur, for the lake oi brevik', i forbeaigj-. 

Tl.r appeal to CJai/l'i PO?JTl\;; INJUNCTION'S. 
Does Dr. W. then, by ‘ pofitive inbriciions,’ mean e.v- 
pr.-Js precepts relating diredUy to the fcvcral inflances 
which he fpccif es ? If fc, why did he not produce thofe 
precepts, and give us a fpeciracn of their arguments 
upon them ? There is not, that I remember, fo much 
as one pafl'age in facred Scripture that has tlie appear¬ 
ance of being an exprefs precept, relative to any of 
thole cales which he mentions. Nor do I rccolledt 
that any of thofe who are accounted the more judicious 
defenders of Papal rites pretend, even fo much 3S in a. 
lingle inftance, to have a dlreSf, pojitlve injunitkn of 
(ihrijl in their favour.—That they appeal to thof; 
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words of our Lord, 2 Lis is my hod;-, ns if they proved, 
in the rnoft dire£l manner, their dodiiiiw of tranfub- 
ftantiation, is allowed: but they cannot with any plau- 
jlibility pretend, that their idolati ous worfliip of the eu- 
charifticai bread is exprefsly enjoined in thofe memora¬ 
ble words. Beficlcs, that I’aj'ing of our Lord’s is not 
a pojitive injund/ion, but a ;/i, oiprtion. It is not the 
sippointtnent of llie iacreJ fupper, but ."in indication of its 
defign ; whereas Dr. W’. fpeaks of ‘ Chrift’s pofitive 
‘ Injunctions .’—As to the conduct of my opponent, in 
coin|)aring our leading princiidc, refpcdtiiig poiltive 
infiitutes, with the procedure of Roman Catholics 
when defending that greateft of all abfurdities, tran~ 
Jubjiantlation ; it cannot have the leaft pcrtinenc)’, or 
be of any avail, until he mal^p it appear that v/e pro- 
fefledly renounce common fenfe, when pofitive infti- 
tutes are under our notice. 

That the defenders of Papal power, and of Papal fu- 
perilition, do not appeal, as our author afl’erts, to the 
‘pofitive injunctions’ ofChrift; but that they endea¬ 
vour to a\'ail themfelves, as he docs, of moral cofidera- 
tions and analogical rcafoning is plain from their oiAsn 
wrhings, and from the icftimony of Froteftants in ge¬ 
neral. To the various quotations refpeCling this par¬ 
ticular, which are contained in Padobap-ifnt Examin¬ 
ed, and efpcciiill)' in the fecond Edition of that v/ork, 
I will here add the following. Thus, then, Mr. Beau- 
I.IEU ; ‘ ^Ve ha ve this great advantage [over the Ro- 
‘nia.n Cath V.iesj—that we have thephin and exprefs 
‘ y/orJs ef holy Scripture ;—whereas thofe things 
‘which we rejrT—have no ground in holy Writ*.’ 
— Ms. Payne : ‘ 1 come now to the New !'(-If ament, 
‘ W'here, if there be any proofs of the facrifice of the 
* mafs, it is mare likely to find them than in the (.)!d : 
‘ vet thev produce tv/ice as many more, fuch as ih’y 
__ i it'Cfv. ■ ia ’ij} ropf-y, Ti;h III. p lo.) 
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‘ are, out of that^ than this, and, lih- pmc other feopUy 
‘ are more beholden to dark types and obfcure prophe- 
‘ cics of the Old Teftament to make out their princi- 
‘ pies, than to the cle.v light of t;it t’ofpcl, and to any 
‘ plain places in the New : and yet if any fuch doc- 

(.iae as this were to be received by Chrifliatis, and if 
‘ any fuch vvon l-.-rfui and ellenti.il part of wi'.-Hiip were 
‘ appointed by Chrifr, or tiught luid piadtilcd by the 
‘ Apofllcs, we IhoitlJ fure'y have it more plainly fet 
‘ down iii the New Teil'.i'uc-.'.t tli.in they ai e abb to 
‘ fhow it*.’—Or. Cj 00 !)MA’v'; ‘The (.'ouncil of 
‘ 'f'rcr.t [founds the inlliiutio:-. c.f Auricular Cc.:-,;.:- 
* lion] upon til ;t one paiiii re of tlsc gi TjaI, Jolirt iae 
‘ twentieth and twenty fecon:’—New I.er.-I ; ppe; 1 
‘ any man that hath eyes in his head, cr ears to iiiai, 
‘ whether in this text th'^re be any one word of auricu- 
‘ lar confeffion f.’ — Up. 'rAYLOR ; ‘ Bess a:us infer? 

‘ feven facraments from tlic number of the planets, and 
‘ the feven ears of full corn in Es;ypt, and feven v/ater- 
‘ pots changed into wine, (though there v/crc bur fix;) 

‘ becaufc, as the wine filled fix watcr-pot.s, fo the fa- 
‘ crameiit of the cucharift fills tiie other fix, and itfclf 
‘ makes the feventh J,’—ConN'cii, op'raENT ; ‘ The 
‘ lacraments of the church, as maybe proved by ?crip- 
‘ tore,—are fnxm in number. But why they are nci- 
‘ ther more nor fewer, may be probably fiiowed from 
‘ tliofc ihinyp', which by a fimilitiidc are trtmnfern. J 
‘ from t!'. .• tijtunii to the biritual lif;. For thefe feven 
‘ things f eiii n;’cee..ry to a ri'n to live, ant! to pre- 
‘ Icrve his life, and to be made j.rofitible t'> the com- 
‘ monwetdth ; to wit, tliat he be horn^ groWy and be 
‘ nonrijned. It he fall intt; liekmA, thatiie be rcc'Vcrcdi 
‘ that tiic weak:;. ! tliviigiii 'be rrjiorcd. And then, as 

*g'n .rr-T. /’ Sr'','lb:.; ■ S i, j , 6 i. } I.lcir, Title 

VfiJ. 1'. 6. t If-bbr y; ». !’[ cf.'.e;'. i'. ili. 
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‘ to the commonwealth, that the magiftrates— rule him 

* by their authority and government. And, laftjy, 
,* that by a lawful propagation of his family, he prc- 
*ferve both himfelf and mankind—The firft is bap- 

* tiprty —whereby we are born again—Then confirm- 

* ation^ by virtue whereof we grow bigger—Then the 

* eucharijl^ wherewith, as with the food of heaven, our 

* Ipirit is nourilhed—in the Itnuth place follows pen- 
‘ «»«, by help w'hercof our loft health is reftored, af- 
‘ ter we have been wounded by fin. Then extreme 
‘ unblion-, by which the remains of fin are taken away 

* —Laftly, is added vuitr 'imor.y^ that by the lawful con- 
‘junftionof the man and tlie woman, children may 
‘ be begotten and religioully brought up to the fer- 
‘ vice of God, and tiie confervation of mankind *.’— 
Dr. Sherlock ; ‘ When a lawgiver has declared his 
‘ will and pleafure by a law, it is not fit that fubjedls 
‘ ftiould be allowed to guefs at his mind, and difpute 
‘ away an exprels law by fomc furmifes and confequen- 
‘ ces, how probable foever they may appear: for at 
‘ this rate a law fignincs nothing, if we may guefs at 
‘ the v/ill of our lawgiver, without and againft an ex- 
‘ prtfs law. And yet none of the advocates of the 
‘ Church of Rome, though they are not ufually guilty 
‘ of too much modefty, ever had the confidence to 
‘ pretend an exprefs law for the worlhip of faints, and 
‘ angels,, and images, and fo on: and though they 
‘ fometimes allcdge Scripture to prove this by, yet 
‘ they do nofprctcnd that they arc direSl proofs, but 
‘ only attempts to prove foine oilier doctrines from 

* Scripture, from which they think they may prove by 

* fome probable confeqne/ices-, that wliich the Scripture 
‘ no where plainly teaches; nay, the contrary to wlrich. 

‘ is exprefsly taught in Scriptu.’'e. And it this may 

* Caiecifin of Ojundl f tcent. Of tlic Sacraments, § i 

‘be 
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‘ be allowcJ, I know no law of God fo plain and ex- 
‘ prcls, but a witty man may find ways to efcape the 

• obligation of it—Another way our Roman advcrfa- 
‘ iii s have of proving their dodfrincs from Scripture is, 
‘ indead of philn pofitivc proofs^ to produce fome 
i jrry vrmzti: andl.evident confequcnccs from Scripture; 
‘ and if they can but hale a text of Scripture into the 
‘ premifes, wiiatevcr the conclufion be, they call it a 
‘ Scripture-proof. There are infinite inftances of 

• this, but I can only name fome f w. Thus they 
‘ prove the pL-rpetual infallibility of the Church, be- 

• caufe Chrid ()romifcs his difciples to be witli them 
‘ to the end of the world —Chrid promifes that the 
‘ gates of hell fliall not prevail agaiitd his church. Er- 
‘ go, the Church is infallible—They prove there is 

• fuch a place as purgatoby;—becaufe our Saviour lays, 
‘ That the fin againftthe Holy Ghod:,{hallneith&rbe 
‘ forgiven in this world, nor in the y/orlJ to come— 
‘ They prove the neceflity of auricular confellion to a 
‘ pried, from the power of judicial abfolution—Ano- 
‘ ther falfe pretence to Scripture-proofs is to clap their 

• own Jettfe upon the words of Scripture,—and to call 
‘ this a Scripture-proof of their doflrines, when their 
‘ doctrines do not naturally grow there, but ar^ only 
‘ engrafted by fome cunning artids upon a Scripture- 
‘ dock *.’—To the indances here adduced, many o- 
thers of a fiftiilar kind might be added; biK I diall 
(>idy prcduiie one, from that eminent French Protef- 
tantMr. John Ci.aude, with reference to the con¬ 
duct of Roman Catholics, when defending the doc¬ 
trine of tranfubdantiation, by an appeal to ancient 
Cliridi an writers. Thus, then, Mr. Claude, when 

* I‘! jr't v. Piig.'Tn\c VJ. p. 11), to. VoJ. li. Appen¬ 

dix, p. 23. 

L 4 difputlng 
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difputing with Mr. Arnaud : ‘ Had he any thing to 
* alledge that was confidcrable, it is evident he would 
‘ never have taken fo many circuits : and this is a cer- 
‘ tain lign, that thefe doftrines, were neither eftablilh- 
‘ cd nor known in the churcli, during thofe ages 

Let the reader nov/ judge, with what propriety, 
truth, or decency. Dr. \V. cr uld aflert, that the Papifts, 
in defence of their various claims and fiiperllitlons, ap¬ 
peal to the poJii !-!2 ini?r::9ic'iis of Chri-H:; and let him 
alfo determine, whether that extraordinary afl'ertion 
proceeded from palpable d.ifmgenuity, from grofs ig¬ 
norance, or i'rom extremely culpable inadvertency. 
P'or that he all'erts what is not afiifi:, muff be acknow¬ 
ledged b\ all whoare acqurunlcd with the Popifli con- 
troverfy. Nav, the reverfe is a fad; for his own mc- 
tlioJ of arguing, in defence of Infant fpriukling, is the 
very mode of proceeding adopted by Roman Catholics, 
when fupporting the particulars which he fpccifies.— 
Mr. James Hervey, when addreflmg Mr John 
Wesley on a firniiar occafion, faid: ‘ I am forry. Sir, 
‘ to fee you again in fuch company i and I would hope, 
‘ if it were not an unhandfome refletStion, you did not 
‘ know your aflociutcs f-’ 

Rtifpecting my quotations from Px'dob.aptift au¬ 
thors, relative to the nature of pofitive inftitutions, 
Dr. W. expreOes himfelf as follows : ‘ I venture to 
‘ aflcrt,,is no lefs true than extraordinary, that there 
‘ is not ONE of all the quotations from Paedobaptift 
‘ writers contained in tlie firft part of his Padobaptifm 
‘ Examined^ concerning the nature of pofitive inltitu- 
* tions, but is PERFECTLY CO.NSISTENT witli Pasdo- 
‘ baptift principles X-'—lpfe t/mt;and who darqs deny 
it ? But, notwithllanding the (o\cmnfayfo, I v/lil here 

* Oithon,: DcB. o' J'ntardi, Part H. Chap, yiii p. v 
+ io'.v;; 10 .VaV. % IV, Leu. IV. p. 75. t Vol. J • i . 

' ' ftibiom 
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fubjoin a fimmary of what Pjedobaptilts have a( 51 ual]y 
faid, IS appears by quotations in the fecond Edition of 
Pa-dobaptijm Examined, on which the reader will 
judge; only premifing, tjjat they all confidered haptifm 
as a merely pofitive inflitute. 

'I'lify inform us, 'Fhat pofitive inftitutions ori¬ 
ginate entirely in the fovereign will of God—That 
poative laws muft be plain and exprefs —That the ob- 
liaiation to obferve them arifes, not from the good- 
nefs of the things reqixircd, but from the authority of 
God—That they are determined, by di-yi^e injlitutim^ 
ns to their matter, manner, and fgnifica.tlon—That 
tiiey admit of no commutation, mutilation, or alter¬ 
ation, by human authority—That they depend entire¬ 
ly on divine inftitntion, and are to be regulated Py it — 
'I'hat we ought not to concliide God has anroint.J 
filch a rite, for fuch a ptirpcife, bcceufe we imagine 
onrfclves to ftanJ in need of it, and that there are fuf. 
iicient reafons for it—That an obligahon to obferve 
them does not rcfult from our feeing the re.'-fons t-f 
iliem, but from the command of Go!; and that his 
poiitive comniiind is enforced by the moral law—I'hat 
there are no aceiJental farts of a pofitive indditution— 
it is unlawful to conform to any part cS a religi¬ 
ous ntc, without a divine warrant—I'hat it is at our 
peril to continue ignorant cf the will of God relating 
to his pofitive apjiointmcnts—Th-it it is great ’p:c- 
fumption to mJkc light of them—That a dilpofitioh 
to obey God <in bis pofitive inftitutes, is part of taiaf 
holinefs without which none 'hall fee the Lord—And, 
th.it external rites are of little ufe, detached from vir¬ 
tuous tempers. 

I he following teftimonies were alfo produced. Dr. 
(tOodwin; ‘'Fhcre is this difference between doo* 

‘ tiinal truths and inftitutions, that one truth may be, 
L 5 * by, 
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‘ by reafon, better fetched out of another, and more 
‘ fafely and eafily, than inftitutions. For one truth he- 

* gets another, and truth is infinite in the confequcnces 
*ofit; butfoinftitutionsarenot.’— Dr. Sherlock: 
‘ I would not be thought whilly to reject a plain and 
‘ evident confeqiicnce from Scripture; but yet I will 

* Hever admit of a mere confequence to prove an in- 

* ftitution, which muft be delivered in plain terms^ 

‘ as all laws ought to be : and where I have no o- 
‘ ther proof but fome Scripture confequcnces., I fliall 
‘ not think it equivalent to a Scripture-proof. If the 

* confequence be plain and obvious, and fuch as every 
‘ man fees, I fhall not queftion it: but remote, and 
‘ dubious, and difputed confequences, if we have no 
‘ better evidence, to be fure are a very ill foundation 
‘ for articles of faith, [or ordinances of worfhip.] Let 

* our Proteftant then tell fiich difputants, that for the 
‘ inftitution of facraments, and for articles of faith, he 
‘ expedls plain positive proofs ; that, as much as 

* the Proteftant faith is charged with uncertainty,, we 
‘ defire a little more certainty for our faith, than mere 
‘ inferences from Scripture, and thofe none of the plain- 
‘ eft neither.’— Peter Martyr; ‘ It is neceflary 
‘ that we Ihould have a clear teftimony from the holy 
‘ Scriptures, concerning facraments.’—Dr. Owen; 

‘ All things concerning the worlhip of God in the 

* whole church or houfe now under the Gofpel, arc'no 
‘ lefs {terfedly and completely ordered,and ordained by 
‘ the Lord Jefus Chrift, than they were by Mofes under 
‘ the law.’—Dr Isaac Chauncy : ‘ Chrift hath been 

* more faithful than Mofos, and therefore hath not left 
» his churches witiiout fufficiejit rules to walk by.’— 
Dr. Ridgley : ‘ It is a great difiionour to Chrift, the 
‘ king and head of his church, to fuppofe that he has 
‘ left it without a rule to dire<ft them, in what relpefts 

‘the 
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‘ the communion of faints; as much as it would be to 
* alTert that he has left it without a rule of faith. If 
‘ God was fo particular in giving dir^ibions concern- 
‘ ing every part of that worfliip ^hat was to be per- 
‘ formed in the church *bcfore Chritl’s coming, lb that 
‘they wt.re not, on pain of the higheft difpleafure, to 
‘ deviate from it; certainly we muft not think that 
‘ our Saviour has negledted to give thofe laws by* 
‘ which the Gofpcl Church is to be governed.’—^Mr. 
PoLHiLL; ‘ Chrift was as faithful in the houfe of 
‘ God as Mofes : his provifion was as perfedt, for ri- 
‘ tuals, :is that of Mofes was.’ 

The fubjoined quotatioas alfo appeared. Mr. 
Pay me; ‘Surely, fo wife a lawgiver as our blefled 
‘ Saviour, would not give a law to all Chrillians that 
‘ was not EASY to he tmderjhod hy them. It cannot be 
‘ faid without great reffection upon his infinite wif- 
‘ dom, that his laws are fo ohfeure and dark., as they 
‘ arc delivered by himfelf, and as they^are ncceflary to 
‘ be obferved by us, that we caimot know the mean- 
‘ ing of them without a further cxpUcatlou —God’s 
‘ laws may be very fairly explained away, if they are 
‘ left wholly to the mercy of men to explain them.’— 

J. A. Turrettinus : ‘ Whatever of importance the 
‘ Scripture delivers concerning the facraments, n»y be 
‘ included in a few pages ; nay, perhaps, in a few lines; 
‘and that fo as a little child may underftand it.’—- 
Chemnitiu.';; ‘Apofitive rite Ibould have an ex- 
‘ prefs diving command—^Whatever is maintained to 
‘ be nccelfary in the church of Chrift, Ihould have a 
‘ command and fcriptural examples.’— Le Ceerc : If 
men be ‘ governed by their paffions, and conceited of 
* their prejudices, the moft evident things in the world 
‘ are obfeure; and there is ijo law fo clear, but a 
‘ wrangler may raife a thoufand difficulties about it.’ 

L 6 Again; 
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Again: Pjedobaptill writers were produced, expre/T- 
ing thsmfflves in the following manner. Dr. Owen : 

* Divine mJiituUon alone, is that which renders any 

* thing acceptable to God—A worlhip not ordained of 
‘ God, is not accepted of God.’—Mr. Arch. Hall; 

‘ All our worfliip miift be regulated by Gofpcl Injiitu- 

* tion ; that it may be performed according to the ap- 

* pointment of Chrifl, as king of the church—When 
‘ divine authority is interpofed to point out the will of 

* God concerning any fervicc, which is enjoined for 

* ftanding ufe among the faints,—fuch fervice ought to 
‘ be obferved without any regard to the manners and 

* vfsgcs of - mankind : becaufe both the fubftanca and 
‘the manner of it arc the inflitution of Chrift.’ 

With r egard to the circumjlances of pofitive infli- 
tutes, the amrexed, among other particulars, were pro¬ 
duced from Pxdobaptilirs. Mr. Vincent Alsop; 

‘ Under the A'lofaicrl law, (iod commanded tliat they 
‘ fhouW oTer tohim the—iaily burnt-offering; and, 
‘ in this cafe, the (oisur of the bead: (provided it was 
‘ otherwiff riithdy CTU'i'ined) was a mere circnmflance 

* fuch as God laid no upon—But, fur the heifer 

‘ whofj aflics were to make th: ivatcr of fparation, 
‘ there the col )ur was no circumftance : but made by 
‘ God’s command a J.ihJlaHtlul part of the fervice. 
‘To be ref was as much as to be a heifer : for when 
‘ ci'cunill-ances have once paffed the Royal affent, 
‘ and arfftamped with a Divine feal, tli<^ become fub- 
‘ ftauti.ds in inflituted worlhip—Nor are-we to judge 
‘that (;od lays little ftrefs upon'his inftitutes, bccaule 

* he docs not immcjiately avenge the contempt and 
‘ neglcit of them upon the violators—ifaiiyof Chrift’s 
‘ inffitutions fee:n iieccffary to be broken, it will be 
‘ fu ll: neceffu y to decry them as poor, low, inconfi- 

* derabJe circaiftanccs: and then to fill the people’s 

‘ heads 
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* heads with a noife and din, that Chrift lays little 
« ftrefs upon them j and in order hereto call than 

* the circumjlantials^ the accidentals—oi religion, that 

* confcicnce may not |cick at the contemning of them 
' —God is the fovereign and abfolute legiflator, who 
‘ ?nay fufpend, refcind, alter his own laws at pleafure; 
‘ and yet lie has laid fuch a ftrefs upon the meaneft of 
‘ them, that no man may, nor any man, but the man 
‘ of fin-, dares prefume to difpenfc with them, much lefs 
‘ to difpc'nfe againft them— Pofitives may be altered, 
‘ changed, or aboliflied, by the Legiflator, when, and 
‘ and how far he rleafes; but this will never prove 
‘ that he lays little ftrefs upon them whilft they are not 
‘ changed, not abaiifhed; nor wilj it jtroye that man 
‘ may chop and change, barter and truck one of God’s 
‘ leaft circumftantials, ];)ecaufe the Lawgiver himfelf 
‘ may do it. He that may alter one, may, for aught 
‘ I know, alter them ail, feeing they all bear the fame 
‘ image and fuperfeription of di'ufie authority—If 
‘ God was fo rigorous in his aniniadvcrfions, fo punc- 
‘ tual in his preferiptions, wlicn his inftitutions werefo 
‘ numerous, his preferiptions fo multiform; what will 
‘ he be v.'hen he ha.s preferibed us fo few, and thofe fo 
‘ eafy and ufeful to the obferver ? If we cannot be 
‘ pitnefual In the obfervation of a very lew pofitives of 
‘ fo phiin fignification ; how ftiould we have repined, 
‘ had we been charged with a numerous retinue of 
' types and cdrnal rudiments ! If Chrift’s yoke be ac- 
‘ counted htavy, hov/ Ihould we have funk under the 
‘ Mofaical psedagogy !’ 

^'hus Mr. Payne : ‘ It is from the Injlitution of 
‘ the facrament [of the Lord’s fupper] that we know 
‘ what belongs to the fiinjlance of it, and is rffeoitial to 
‘ it, and v/hat is only do uritftantial and accidental. 
‘ I own, there were fcveral things, even at the inftitu- 

tion 
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* tion of it by Chrift,. which were only circumjlantials •, 
*■ as the place, tlie time when, the number of perfons to 

* whom, the pofture in which he gave it 5 for ;ill thefe 
‘are plainly, and in their own nature, clrcumftantiiil 

* matters: fo that nobody can think it necellary or ef- 
‘ fential to the facrament, that it be celebrated in an 

* upper room, at night after fupper, only with twelve 
‘ perfons, and thofe fitting or lying upon beds, as the 

* Jews ufed to do at meals: for the fame thing which 
‘ Chrift bids them do, may be done : the fame facra- 
‘ mental action performed in another place, at anotlier 

* time, with fewer or more perfons, and tliofe other- 
‘ wife poftured or fituated: but it cannot be the lama 
‘ facrament, or fame aiftion, if bread be not bleffed and 
‘ eaten, if wine be not blefied and drunken, as they 

* were both thenbleftedbyChrift,and eaten and drunk. 

‘ by his Apoftles.. The doing of thefe is not a cir~ 

‘ cum/lancc, but the very ihin<r itfelf, and the very 
‘ fubjiance and effsnee of the facrament. For, without 
‘ thefe, we do not what Chrift did ; whereas we may 
‘ do the very fame thing which lie did, without any of 
‘ thofe circumftances with which he did it—'I'he coin- 
‘ mand of Chrift, Do thisy docs not in the leaft extend 
‘ to tliofe [circumftances,] but only to the facramentrj 
‘ aiftion of blejjing bread and eating it ; bhjftng -wins 

* and drinking it, in remembrance of CAhrift. For that 
‘ was the thing which Chrift did, and which he com- 
‘ mandeJ them to do—He that does • not plainly fee 

* thofe to be circumftances, and cannot eafily diftin- 
‘ guilh them from the thing itfelf which Chrift did, 

‘ and commanded to be done, muft not know what it 
« is to eat and drink, unlef. it be with his own family, 

in fuch a room of his own houfe, and at fuch an hour 
‘ of the day. It is certainly as eafy to know what 
‘ Chrift inftituted, and what he commanded, as to 

‘ know 
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‘ know this j and, confequently, what belongs totheef- 
‘ fence of the facrament, without which it would not be 
‘ fuch a facrament as Chrift celebrated and appointed, as 
‘ to know what it is to eat and to drink; and yet Mon- 
‘ fieiir DE Meaux is pleafed to make tljis the great 
‘ difficulty, To know ivhat belongs to the ejjence of the 
‘ facramejit, and what does not, andtodiftinguith what 
‘ is eflential in it, from what is not.’—Mr. Arch. 
Hall ; ‘ The figns, and even every circumftance re- 

* lative to the ufe of them, muft be appointed by Chrift, 

‘ and not contrived by men: for here, as in every o-' 
‘ ther duty, v/c muft obferve all things that Chrift 

‘ hath commanded us—Tiie figns that are ufed in the 
‘ facraments have a natural htnefs, to bring the things 
‘ they reprclent to our mind.’—Dr. Owen : ‘ That 
‘ principle, Tbut the c\urch hath power to injlitute and 
‘ appoint any thing., or ceremony, belonging to the war- 
pip of God, cither as to matter or to manner, beyond 

* the orderly obfcrvance of fuch cirmanflances as nccef- 
'• farily attendlixch ordinances as Chrift himfelf hath 
‘ inftituted, lies at the bottom of d! the Ivirriblc fu- 
‘ perftition and idolatry, of a.il the confution, blood, 

‘ perfecution and wars, that have for fo long a feafon 
‘ fpread themfelves over the face of the Chriftian 

* world ; and it is the defign of a great part of the Rc- 
‘ vclation [of John] to make a dilcovcry of this truth.’ 

Once more: Piedobaptifts were quoted as maii> 
taining thatChrift is. jealous of his honour jfhat what is 
not commanded, need not to be foibidden; and that 
nothing h lawful, which is not a duty. Thus Dr. 
Owen : ‘ Chrift marrying ids church to himfelf, tuk- 
‘ ing it to that relation, ftill expreflbth the main of 
‘ their chafte and choice afiletions to him, to lie in 
‘ their keeping his inftltutioils and his worfhip accord- 
‘ ing to his appointment. The breach of this he calls 

‘ adultery. 
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adultery, every where, and whoredom : he is z Jealous 
God, and he gives himfelf that title only in rcfpedl: 
of his inftitutions—Thofe believers who really at¬ 
tend to communion with Jefus Chrift,—will receive 
nothing, pradlife nothing in his worfhip, but what 
is of his appointment. They know that from the 
foundation of tlie world he never did allow, nor ever 
will, that in any thing the will of the creatures 
fliould be the meafure of his honour, or the principle 
of his worfhip, either as to matter or manner — 
What men have a right to do in the church, by 
God’s inftitution, that they have a command to do.’— 
Anonymous : ‘ There is nodiii'.g relating to inlli- 
tuted worfhip, as fuch,—that is lawful, but is our ;zr- 
cejfary duty: viz. neccfiliry, ncejjltate preccefti 
inftituting it.’—H oornbeekius : ‘ In what relates 
to the facraments and the affairs of religion, it is un- 
lawful to do any thing that is not warranted by the 
command of GOd.’—Dr. SriERLOCK : ‘ L'ur [Po- 
pifh] author, and foine of his frze, who do not fee 
half a confequence before t’.um, think they have 
mighty advantage of us,in demand'n ", he fame proofs 
from us to juftify our rejefti .g *! ir doctrines, 
which we demand of them to julfify .heir belief of 
them. That is to fay, as we demand a Scripttire-procf, 
that there is fuch a place as ptirgatory ; they think 
they may as reafonably demand of us a Scripture- 
proof, that there is m fuch place as purgatory. Juft 
with as much reafon, as if one fhould «-ll me, that 
by the laws of England c;vory man is bound to marry 
at twenty years old; and when 1 dcfire him to fhow 
me the law which makes this neceffary, he fhoukl 
anfwer. Though he cannot flaow fuch a law, ‘yet it 
may be neceffary, unlcfs I can fhow him a law which 
exprefsly declares that it is mt necefllu'y. Whereas 

‘ nothing 
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‘ nothing is necei^ry, but what the law makes fo; and 
‘ if the lav/ has not made it neceiTary, there is no need 
‘ of any law to declare, that it is not neceiTary 
T'o thcfe extrafts i\oiv.Paihbaptifm Examined', I will 
ful'ici:' a few remarks. 

'f'heie authors were all of them Psedobaptifts, and, 
fc>r any thing that appears to tlie contrary, they all 
conikicred baptifm as a merely pofitive injlitution, 
'They muff, confequant!}', be admitted as ‘ compe- 
‘ tent and unexceptionable vvitnclles;’ at leaft, by Dr. 
W.—^Vhethcr thcfe, and fimilar things produced in 
my book, be inconfillent with Pmdobaptiif principles, 
as held by our opponents in general, or not, they are 
iruiniieflly inimical to the principles.and courfe of ar¬ 
gument adopted by our author. For inftance; Ana¬ 
logical reafoning, and oonfequential arguments, are 
the very life of his caufe, and ‘ the armour in which 
* he trufts.’ But againft thefe, Goodwin and Sher- 
lOCK make pertinent and ftrong excsfjitions, with re¬ 
ference to articles of a pofitive kind.—He infills that 
New Teftament rites are not fo plainly dcfciibeJ, by 
Evangelifts and Apoftles, as thofc ()f the Old CEco- 
noray were by Moles. Whereas Owen, Chaoncy, 
Poi fiiLL, and Ridgley, fuggtll the contrary.-^He 
denies, in defiance of common fenfe, that the baptifmal 
flatute is the rule of adminiflcring baptifm; conli- 
ders the goljic^revelation in general as that r^le; and 
maintains thiU; in certain fuppofable cafes, the mode of 
.adminillering a pofitive rite mulf be influenced by na¬ 
tional decency and local cuftoms. Whereas, he either 
knows, or ought to have known, that fcveral of the au¬ 
thors quoted by me maintain', that the infumtion itfelf, 
or the laiv of the ordinance, is the rule + ; and that 

’ See Excv.-. Vul, X. Ciu.P, i. -I- See PaMop. 

Mr. 
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Mr. Hmi reprobates thecu/iotm ofmcn, as abfolut,-. 
ly unworthy to he confulted in fuch an 

arguments pkinly Tuppo/c, in opix)iition to ths com. 
tnon fentlmcnts ol niankiiu!, tlpit the mode of adminif. 
tering baptifm, and the qiialificatioiis for that ordi¬ 
nance, are mere c//rum///i»cfs of the inftitutc ; in order 
to infer a Jatitiide of adininiftration that is very un¬ 
common. But Ar.sop and Payne fpeak moft decid¬ 
edly againlf that f.;vo:iritc principle.—He is very 
much offended with us for mainfuiniiig, that the law 
of baptifm is plain.) an<l eafy to be uiidcrltoftd; con¬ 
tending, on the contrary, that there is an obfeurity at¬ 
tending if, which needs illuftration from the Penta¬ 
teuch, the.Pl:ilm5, the Prophecies, and from various 
parts of the New Teflaraent, where baptifm is not 
mentioned. Nay he charges us with imitating the 
Papifts, becaufe we rejeiS his mode of arguing, and 
plead the law of inftitution, in its plain, obvious, na¬ 
tural fenfe. Whereas Mr. Payne informs us, that 
the Roman Catholics, in a limilar inftance, adopt his 
very method of proceeding—a method which all Pre- 
tellants are fure to reprobate, when difputing againfl: 
the Popifli mutilation of the holy fupper. 

A,s Dr. W. has repeatedly reflefted upon us for 
maintaining, that a fuppofition of the baptifmal ftatute 
not beiiig plain and eafy to be underflood, is nn ima¬ 
gination unworthy of our divine Legiflator’s charr.c- 
ter ; I fliall produce a few more teftimbnics from Px- 
dobaptift writers, relative to the principhe of ouraffer- 
tion. Thus, thcTi, Dr. Cumrung; ‘ Did the great 
‘ Author of ReveLition defign that he fliould be un- 

* derftood by fallible creatures? If not, what ferves 

* a revelation for ? Was it given only to atniilb man- 
‘ kind; or to fet them together by tiie ears about the 
‘ fenfe ofunintelligibk founds I Such a thought ciui never 

‘ find 
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‘ find entertainment in the mind of one who is certain 
‘ that there is a God. We nuift therefore conclude, 
‘ that God did intend to be UTiderftood; [and] that he 
‘ has made ufe of fuch exnreffions as were fiiited to con- 
‘ V'cy went ■tin determinatefenfe to our underfi'anding*.’ 

ALi.."A,vnER Firie: ‘ Law requires wwds 
‘ and phrafes of the moll: afeeriaimd and uncquivKol 
‘ fenfe f'Fhe reader perhaps may need reminding, 
that this author is one of my anta^uaiifls, and one who 
I'ties in his motto, '■Hearken to jME !’—Mr. Gee : 

‘ 'Fhe inftitution of facramental figns Ought to be cer- 
‘ tain and determined ; not left to the fancies and liu- 
‘ inours of every particular perfon—Certainly, facra- 
‘ mental figns, or the matter of ficrameiits, were never 
‘ left by our blelied Saviour to the difcrtti’on of men 
‘ to eftablilh w'hat they Ihould think good therein; but 
‘ were determined and appointed by God himfelf J.’— 
Dr. Fiddes : ‘ Uy a politive command, I underitand 
‘ an exprefs declaration made by competent authority, 

‘ whether concerning things to be done, or to be o- 
‘ mitted §.’—^Dr. J. G. King : ‘ Pofitivc duties, hav- 
‘ ing no obligation in the realbn of things, can have no 
‘ foundation but in the expref words of the inftitutor, 

‘ from which alone they derive their authority 1|.’— 
Dr. Goodman: ‘ It is very evident that things of 
‘ [a pofitivc] nature ought to be appointed very plain- 
‘ ly and exprcfsly-, or elfe they can carry no obligation 
‘ widi them. For feeing the whole rcafon of their be- 
‘ coining matter of law, or duty, lies in the will of the 
‘ legiflator, if that be not plainly difeovered, they can- 
‘ not be faid to be inllituted, and fo there can be no 
‘ obligation to obferre them ; becaufe where there is 

* Qrnu'::l< of Prrr<nt Dj/Jir:>ues, p. 74, 71;. I.oiiJ. fjzo 
+ Attrn-lx 10 Vtij'i i-lation. xzo. Pi, Pii/-e?y, 

Titli'VIl. p. 24'; j-,. § -n,o:. Pr.rt. B.' U. P.irt I. Chap, 

i. p. 105. Ij Rita of d, G.-a-i- iz. 
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* no laWt there can he no tranfgrefjion ; and a law is no 
‘ law, in elFeft, v.hich is not fufficiently promulg- 
‘ ed —Bp. Hoadly : ‘ This [the Lord’s fupper] 

‘ being a pofitive inilitution, depending entirely on 
‘ [Chrift’s] will; and not deftgned to contain any 
‘ thing in it, but what lie himfclf fiiould pleafe to af- 

* fix to it; itmuft follow tlrat he declared his mind a- 
‘ bout it fully and plainly y' —Dr. Whitby: ‘Do 
‘ any [wife lawgivers] make laws in matters necel- 

* lary to be obfei ved by their fubjedfs, fo ohfcurdy 

* as tliat they cannot be obeyed till they are inter- 
■* preted by the judges, or cleared by fame other 
‘ means ? —If it happen at any time that fome of 

* their laws be Rubious or obfcui'c in any matter of 
‘ importance, is not this judged an imperfedion in 
‘ them fit to be remedied, by an explanatory adt ? 

* Yea, doth it not happen either for want of Jkill, or 

* carcy to make them clearer ? neither of which can be 

* fuppofed in cur Great Lawgiver. Shall then, that 
‘ Jefus, who is the wifdom of the Fatlier, be fuppofed 
*• to have adled fo, in matters which concern the ever- 
‘ lafting falvation of his fubjedls, as no wife lawgiver 
‘ ever chofe to do I?’— Dr. Sherlock : ‘ if there be 
.* a fupreme infallible head of the church, he muft be 
‘ appointed by Chrifl:,,and that in ftich plain wordsythat 

* every body may know who he isy and what his authori- 

* ty is. But Chrift has done no fuch thing; and there- 
‘ fore there is none: and this alone is eVidence enough 
‘ to fafisfy the mcaneft man in this mattei', without dif. 
‘ puling — Bellarmine, when maintaining the 
necefiitv of mixino- the euchariftical wine with water, 

.<0 * 

anerts,‘ That the L' angelifts have not exprefslyinform- 

* ed us what was in the cup, before confecration: whe- 

*' Preferv. aguinj} rol>.'ry,'T\t\e.YiM. p. 7. f I/'-'oi'/’j, Vol. III. 
p. 845,^46. J nf Prrf'.Jhi:>:s in iii>. of B;mgor's 

Sermon, Ye- 52. § PuJerveUvve aga'wjl Poperv, Title IV. p. 50, 

, ‘thcr 
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‘ ther mere wine, or wine mixed with water, of- ftrong 
‘ drink, or water only; and that tlr'? particular muft 
‘ be learned from tradition.’ To which Hospinian 
replies ; ‘ Mere tlie Jefuifc is con-.'icted of manifell blaf- 
‘phcmy a2;aiull the Holy Spirit; who, through negli- 
‘ gence, according toBELLARMiNE, omitted to inform 
‘ us what Chrift confecrated in the cup 

Refp'-cHng ob.dience to thefo pofitive laws, Protef- 
tants have determined as follows. Bp. Stillinc- 
flket: ‘We cannot in anywife conceive that the 
‘ wife God ihould, after the declaring his own will, 
‘ I 'ave it in the p.iwer of any corrupt fallible being to 
‘determine, or difpenfe with the obligation of his 
‘ own laws f-’—M'Av lor ; ‘ IJnlefs it- be mani- 
‘ fell that the words [of a law] do not reprefent the in- 
‘ tention of the lawgiver,* the confcicncq of the fub- 
*je£l: is to obey the wmrds of the law—For if this 
‘ rule were not our mcafure, every witty advocate 
‘ might turn laws to w-hat purpofe he plcafe, and every 
‘ fubjedt would take liberty to ferve his prince, not by 
‘ the prince’slaw, but by his own glofles; and then our 
* confcience could have no mcafure of duty, and there- 
‘ fore no ground of peace J.’—To ihefe, many other 
atteftations of a fimilar kind might be added biii the 
preceding particulars manifeftly fhow, that our princi- 
pies and condiidl, relative to the baptifmal inftitute, 
are agreeable tp thofe of Proteftants in cafes af a kin¬ 
dred kind. 

Before I conclude this branch of the fubjefl it may 
be remarked, that various of thofe grounds on which 
Dr. W. proceeds, gre, to me at leaf!:, entirely novel; 
the principal of which arc. That baptifmis noty ftridf- 
ly fpeaking, a pofulve inJlitutc-^'V'asX the qualifica- 

* Ilifl. S.vra.'n. L. V. Cap. viih p. [renlam,^. 

I. C;i ip. i. j’. 21. yd.v.Vw i/ViZv/uv,'. K.lll Ciiap. VI. p. j. 

tions 
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tions of the fubjc(9^, and the act of baptizing, are dr- 
cumjiances of the ordinance — And, that the rule of 
baptizing is, not the bw ofhaptilin; nor yet the re¬ 
corded pradlce of baptifm, byjobn, or by the Apof- 
des; but the gofpel revelation in general. Now, he 
having invented thefc novel foundations on which to 
defend Infant fjjrinkling, w-e may juftjy infer, that in 
his opinion the exigences of his caufe required fome 
new fupport. Becaufe it would be uncandid for us to 
fuppofe that he a<Sed out of mere c.iprice, or only to 
fliowthe fertility of his ijivcntion, when he exhibited 
thefe novelties to public view. No; it was out of 
zeal for what he confiders as a good caufe—a caufc, 
however, which !»ad unhappily alu'ays been managed 
by unfkilful hands, as havii’.g never been fupported 
on right foundations; and therefore, without the ex¬ 
ertions of feme ‘ fujjcrior gvniii;;,’ in the difeovery of 
new data for its airiilanco, was in inimineiif danger of 
finking. Nor'is there a:;y reafon to doubt, but niy 
opponent confiders it as greatly tohis own honour, and 
as extremely happy f'r Pa dobaj)tifni,that,afterfomuch 
of the Chriftian a;ra h.ad elapfed, his acumen firft dif- 
covered thefc admirable data. 

rX'dighted, however, as Dr. W. undoubtedly is, 
with his new principles of argument.ation, I cannot but 
view them as affording the flrongeft prefumptive evi¬ 
dence, that either thofc piinciples are ill chofen, or 
that his caufe itfclf is bad. My reafon is, baptifm was 
evidently intended for the difciples of Chrift in general-, 
a very great majority of whom, though thoroughly ca¬ 
pable of underftanding an exprefs precept, or a plain 
example, relative to the ordinance; have neither capa¬ 
cities, nor opportunities, for long, abftrufe, analogi¬ 
cal difijuiiltions, in order to come at the mode and 
fuhjeifl of baptifm. Yet perfons the moft illiterate. 
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and of the narroweft capacities, if really converted to 
Jcfus Chrift, inuft be fuppofed capable of underftand- 
ing what baptifm is, and the fcriptural grounds on 
which it fliould be admiijiftercd; or elfc it would never 
iiav.; been a^ipointcd for them, by our gracious and 
o;niiillcient f^oid.—But, as already obferved, fucii is 
that courfe of moral and analogical reafoning, in the 
performance of my opponent, that vaft numbers of real 
Cliriftians would feel themfelves incapable of under- 
ftanJing it, were his book put into their hands. Con- 
fequently, if his data and courfc of rpafoning were juft, 
or agreeable to the will of Chrift j the bulk of Chrif- 
tians would be obliged, with regard to this alfair, to 
reft their faith on tiic ipfe dixit of thejr fallible and re- 
fpeiSfive teachers : w'hich would be iiiccniiftent with 
the doiftrine of Proteftantj, and efpecially with that of 
Proteftant Diftenters. Onr is your A4<jle7 , even Chrijh 
The conduct of Dr. W. is the nore incongruous 
and remarkable, as it does not appea; <h.it he has any 
prcdileflion for analogical reafoning, with reference to 
that ojtlier pofttive inftitute, the lupper of our Lord. 
No; for aught appears to the contrary, he is entirely 
willing tiiat both the leanied and the illiterate fhould 
form their conclufions, refpeiSling the mode of its ad- 
miniftration, and the qualifications for it, from the law 
of the ordinance, and from what Paul has exprefsiy 
faid on that very fubjedi. So that, w'ith regard to the 
lioly fupper, n^oral coaCdcrations and analogical rea¬ 
foning having little or no concern, thofe difciples of 
Ciirift v/hofe capacities are the moft contracted, if they 
do but underftand tlieir owji language, may read, and 
think, and judge for‘themfelves. Yes, by reading the 
law of inftitution, as recorded by the Evangelifts; 
and by confidering the remarks of Paul upon that law', 
when w'riting to the Corinthian church j they may 
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find fufficient documents to form a condufion, with- 
oat ftudying either thePejitateuch, the Pfalms, or the 
ProjAets; and without having recourfe to an v part 
even of the New 'I'eftamcnt, yrhere that ordinance is 
not mentioned, and in which there is no allufion to it. 
—What reafon, then, can be afligned for this differ¬ 
ence of conJuft, refpeiSting two divine appointments 
that.are equally poiitive ? Is the law of the holy fup- 
per more exprefs, more plain, or more determinate, 
than that of baptifm ? But if fo, how came it that dif- 
putes about the former b-ive been more frequent and 
more violent,lli.in refpedtingtlie latter; as well between 
Lutherans and Calvinifls, as between Papifts and Pro- 
teftants ? . Befides, as baptffm has a claim on the o- 
bedienceof our Lord’s cilciples, prior to that of the 
facred fupper; it may be juftly prefumed that the bap- 
tiCnal rtatute, conudcicd in itfelf, cannot be lefs per- 
fpicuous to common capacities, than the law of the 
holy fupper. Nor has Dr. W. the kail fhadow of 
rcaibn to fay, that the divine appointment of the Lord’s 
fupper is more illuftrated by the records of apoftolic 
pradiict*, than that of baptifm ; becaufe it is notorious, 
that the reverfe is an undeniable fad. Whv, then, 
fhoqld my opponent rejed moral confiderationsand an¬ 
alogical reafoning, in favour of Infant communion; 
tvhik he pleads them in the moft ardent manner, as 
abfolutely neceflary to determine the mode and fubjed 
of baptilln ? Why, indeed, except it be, as before ob- 
ferved, that Pxdobaptifm, in oppofitiomto Pxdocom- 
munion, fljould be indulged with an exclufn'e privi¬ 
lege. That it ftands in extreme need of cxclufive im¬ 
munities ar.d of peculiar privileges, is readily admir¬ 
ed ; for without them it caimotlong fubfiffr but that 
it has a righteous claim upon them, does not yet ap- 
near. 


Once 
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Once more: It is remarkabk, that thpugh 
and the Roman Catholics, are equally fond of argiia^ - 
from remote principles, and of proving their fevetal 
points by analogical arguments ; yet, widi refercime to 
baptifm and die holy fupper, their conduct is widdy 
different. For though the votaries of ^perftittm 
cxhauft the fources cff mordi and analogical reafoning, 
when defending communion in one kind; yet, with ftt- 
gard to Paedobaptifm, as far as I have obferved, that 
fort of argument is but fparingly ufed by them. 
Whereas, my opponent’s conduft is quite the reverfe. 
For, while he treats the euchariftical ftatute, and the 
declarations of Paul concerning it, as a complete rule 
of qualifications for admiffion to die Lord’s table, with¬ 
out having recourfe to analogy for affiftance; yet he no 
fooner begins to inquireinto the law of baptifm, than 
all is obfcurity and uncertainty, both with regard to 
mode and fubjei^, until he avails himfelf of moral 
principles and analogical difquifition. Yes, with re¬ 
ference to the facred fupper, be does not fo much as 
once recur to the ancient palchal inftitute, nor to any 
other abrogated Jcwifh rite, privilege, <» immunity, 
to learn the eflential qualifications for it. He does 
not produce, that I remember, a Angle precept? pro- 
mife, or prophecy, from the writings of Mofes, of Da¬ 
vid, or of the Hebrew Seers in' following times, as 
nccefiary to flysw, either in what manner, or'to wbm, 
the appointment fhoiild be adminiftered. No, keeping 
in mind his own excellent rule,‘That as nothing fhould 
* be confidered as art eftablilhed principle of faith, 

‘ which is not in fotpe part of Scripture delivered with 
‘ perfpicuity} fo that perfpicuity fhould be fought fog 
‘ principally where the point iji queftton is mojl pro- 
*■ fejjfedly handled *}’ he wifely has recourie to the in- 

« h’ote on Morrice’s Social Retig. p. 368. 

M ffitutioit: 
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ilitution itfelf, and to Paul’s application of it^ as full^ 
detcnnining the point without any foreign aid. But, 
when the baptifmal rite comes under his notice, he 
immediately employs the whole of his polemical fkill 
in the application of moral principles and analogical 
reasonings, as unavoidably necelTary to determine both 
mode and fubjedl:. Attended by thefe principles and 
rcafonings, he takes a review of the Pentateuch, the 
Pi^ms, and the Prophecies j where he finds ample 
evidence for Infant fprinkling. Surrounded by thefe, 
he (lands like a redoubtable hero, ‘ to confront, to break, 

* and to rout,* every logical ‘ phalanx’ which dares to 
oppofe him: and it is on this very ground he imagines 
himfelf to have abfolutely fubverted our caufe.—Yes, 
reader, and an admirable ground it is, with reference 
to matters of a pofitive kind ! For, by a dexterous ap¬ 
plication of moral principles and of analogy, Infant 
fprinkling and Infant communion, the unfcriptural 
rites of our Englifh Eftablilhment, and the multiplied 
peculiarities of Roman Catholics, have been defended. 
The broad bafis of analogy being admitted as legiti¬ 
mate ground of argument, you may infer, from the fi- ^ 
knee of die New Teftament, the lawfiilnefs of incor¬ 
porating many principles and ceremonies peculiar to 
ancient Judaifm, with Chriftianity ; as fully appears 
by the condutSI of Papifts, of Proteftant Epifcopalians, 
and 0^* Dr* W. himfelf. 


CHAP- 



CHAPTER V. 

On the Meaning of theeaiordsy Baptize, and BaP'* 
TISM, as reprefented by Dr, IV, 

T hat the fubjeft before us is of ijnportance, njf 
opponent exprefslyacknowiedges, when he fays} 
‘If it be an evident truth, that this ordinance is of 
‘ perpetual obligation, no fincere Chriftian can hefi- ^ 
‘ tate a moment from inferring, that it is of fome im- 
‘ portanc^ to know, how he may hef difeharge any 
‘ duty that relates to it. To fay, that it is of no con- 
‘ fcquence who is baptized, or immatesial how the rite 
‘ is performed, without due examination, is incompati- 
‘ ble with Chriftian fincerity* Whatever bears the 
‘ ftamp of divine authority has an undifputed claim 
*■ on our reverential regards —That ambiguous li¬ 

miting claufe, ‘ without due examination,’ excepted, I 
have here the pleafure of entirely agreeing with Dr. 
W.; and it is on the principle of this declaration that 
our practice proceeds. 

Rcfpedling the ftatc of the controverfy between us 
and our Paedobaptift Brethren, he Tpeaks as follows. 

‘ We have no immediate controyerfy with our bre- 
‘ thren theBaptifts, about their plunging or 

‘ any other mode of ufing water. Our princifde, the 
‘ confirmation of* which I am now engaged in, makes 
‘ no direifl attack upon ^epraiiics of the Baptifts ;— 
‘ but upon that fentiment which maintains, that the 
‘ prevailing praftice of their opponents in pouring or 
‘ fprinkling water on 'the fubjeiS, is a mere nullity, 
‘ Were their attack upon us about a pra£iicc which 
‘ they think lefs proper than their own, yet not inva^ 
‘ lid arid mill, the ftate of the cwitroverfy would be ef- 
Vol. I, *,3. 

M 2 ‘fcntially 
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* fcntiallyaltered—We are as much againft««/«;«^ the 
‘-term |3i*irrj^w to either or both of the fpecific ac- 

* tions of fprinkling or pouring as to that of dipping.’ 
He alfo quotes Mr. De CoVacy as very politely 
feying j ‘ If Anabaptists were content with main- 
‘taining their particular mode, only as the favorite 
‘ BADGE OF THEIR PARTY, without inflftillg Oil it aS 

* theelTence of thefacrament, our controverfy would be 

* inftantaneoufly at an end —To which I anfwer: 
It has generally been confidered as very provoking, 
for the minority of Chriftian profelTors in any country 
to declare that religious principle or praftice ejfentially 
wrong, which is approved by a large majority. So, 
for inftance, it would be much lefs offenfive to Roman 
Catholic!!, were Proteftants who live among them to 
admit, that their mutilated communion at the holy ta¬ 
ble, thbugh improper, i& not cJJ'enUally defedtive 5 and 
to members o&tlie Englifli Eflablilhment, were Pro- 
tellant DilTenters to grant, that the National Church 
and its hierarchy, though not conformable to the pri¬ 
mitive pattern of New Teftament churches and their 
government, are not ejfentially wrong. Such conceffions 
migjit have preferved them from odious names and 
charges, of a nature fimilar to thofe with which Mr. 
De Courcy has graced us.—That, in our opinion, 
immerljpn is effential to baptifm, is a fadl; and thata- 
bout one half the profelTors of Chriftisjiity now in the 
wPrld are of the fame opinion, has already appeared 
from the conceffions of our opponents. Why, then, 
fhould Dr. W. reprefent nine godly perfons out of 
ten i, as denying immerfion to be ellential to the or¬ 
dinance i Why Ihould Mr. De Courcy denominate 
immerfion the ‘ badge of a party ?’ and why does 
the boafted benevolence of my opponent propagate the 

^ ,Vol. II. 2, 3,4, 7. Note. t Vol. I. 405. 
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Chap. V.] Baptize, nnd Baptisai. 245. 
opprobrious charge ? Or, if immerfion muji be fo de¬ 
nominated, how many badges of the Epifcopal party 
does Mr. De Courcy wear ? badges, of oaths, of fub- 
fc riptions, of profeflTed aflent and confent, of canoni- 
rj ve/tmcats, and fo on ; without which he could not 
.'.ppear as a miniftcr in.the EftabliQiment. Nay, are 
not die fign of the crofs and kneeling at the Lord's 
flipper, badges of indifpenfable necefBty, rcfpedling all 
thofe whom he baptizes, and all thofe whom he admits 
to partake at the holy table ? 

Before I proceed to the arguments and objediions 
againft us, it may be expedient, in imitation of Dr. W 
to lay down a few axioms for our direflion, while in- 
veftigMing the mode and fubjedfof haptifm. 

Axiom I. The law of baptifm is contained in the 
New Teftamcnt only. 

Axiom II, That law is mtelJjgtbh by common 
capacities. 

Axiom HI. «As nothing fhouM be conOdcred as 
‘ an dlabliihed principle of fidth, whida is not in feme 

* part of Scripture deEvered wirfi perspiccity ; fo 
‘ chat perfpicuity fliould be fought for principally 
^ where the point in quejlion is MOST PROFESSEDLY 
‘ HANDLED f..’ 

None, I conceive, can reafonably difpute the pro¬ 
priety of thefe pofitions, as axioms in the prefiyit cafe: 
and as to Dr. W., whether he approve of the firft and 
fccond of them, or not, he will fcarcely dare to reje<3: 
the lajl ; becaufe it is, verbatim et literatim-, his OWN. 
Nor has he the leaf! ground to complain that it is here 
mifapplied. For though he had, probably,,no thought 
of baptifm when he wrote it; yet, as it is an univer- 
fal propofition, and was intended by him as an axiom 
of interpretation, its application here muft be juft. 

* ’*■-'1 I., Ill, 112. f Ws/non MoRRicf’s p.-56 . 
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Dr. W. has well obfervecl, that ‘ the queftioii is 

* not about our Lord’s right to command, and our 
‘ duty to obey, but about his meaning;’ and, that 
‘ terms of ambiguous import^ are ‘ inaiifpicious to this 
‘ controverfy Having productid a great number 
of paflages from the New Teftament, relative to bap- 
tifin, he fays‘ Every one of thefe texts, feparately, 

* confidered in its proper connection, inuft. have one 

* principal defign and determinate meaning—A wife 
‘ legiflator will ufe one or the other fort [of generic, or 
‘ fpecific terms] according to the delign he has in view. 

* If he means to require of his fubjetSts the perform- 
‘ ance of a duty in a certain fpecific manner^ he will 
‘ evea^oy fpecific terms. Thus if our Lord’s defign 
‘ had been, in the cafe before us, to enjoin the Chriftian 
‘ purification by water in the way of fprinkUng exclu- 
'•fively^ we Ihould have had a word conveying that idea; 
‘ or perfufion essclufively, the term would have been ac- 
‘ cordingly j or plunging cxclufively, the expreffion 
‘ would have beenfuch as could agree, in the connexion 
‘ where found, w'ith no other aCtion f.’—On thefe ex¬ 
tracts I would prefent the reader with a remark or two. 

I'hat die queflion between us relates to the mean- 
/«^'ofChrift in his law of baptifm, is extremely plain; 
and that it is a queltion of great importance to the 
purity of a divine inftitute, is equally evident. I alfo 
agree with Dr. W. w'hen he remarks, that words ‘ of 
‘ ambiguous import are inaufpicious’ fb this, or any 0- 
ther controverfy. But it may be affirmed, that, were 
the enaSiing terms of our Lord’s baptifnial ftatute of 
ambiguous import, it would be much more inaufpici- 
pus to the peace and harmony of his difciplcs. This 
we confider as the ftrongeft prefumptive evidence, 
that thofe commanding terms are not, in themfelves, of 

* Vol. II. j 66. Vol.I. 16. t yd. 1 . III. Vol. IT. 36.’.. 
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dubious import.-—Nor can ha cbnfiftently deny this, 
while he maintains that ‘ each text has one principal 
‘ dulign and determusiate meaning-.'’ for he exprefs- 
ly applies that pofition to the law of baptifm, in Mat- 
rhew the twenty-eighth and nineteenth ; and Mark 
the fixteenth, fifteenth and fixteentlT; as much as to 
.iiiv other text produced by him *. If then the law of 
baptifm have ‘ one pilncipal defign and determinate 
‘ meaning,’ as he affirms, and we acknowledge •, that 
meaning mud be intelligible: for a meaning that is 
not intelligible, cannot be coiifidcred as determinate. 

if our Lord’s defign had been to enjoin sprinkling 
rxcLUiiVELY, "Me Jhould have had'a zvoid conveying 
ihat idea. True: and if any credit be due to com- 
‘ petent, unexceptionablenvitnefies,’ whether Pxdobap- 
tills or Qiiakers, fosni^tiy would probably have been 
the legal term. For thus the very learned Salm.a- 
Sius ; ‘ Baptifm is iinmerfion ; and was adminiftered, 

‘ in ancient times, according to the force and meaning 
‘ of the word. Now it is only rhantifm, or fprinkling ; 

‘ not immerfon, or dipping.’ Ikenius: ‘ The Greek 
‘ word j3«7rTiff-fxef denotes the immerfion of a thing, 

‘ or a peifon, into fomething— Sprinkling., in Greek, 

‘ is denominated pavrnr/AOf, rhantifm.’ Sir John 
I'LOYER : ‘ 'Fhe—Greeks, as well as the Jews, ac- 
‘ knowledge three forts of purifications by wafliings: 

‘ the immerfion was called Xovtri; the wafhing of the 
‘ hands and feet ntpifi the afperfon pamrjueft-’ Mr. 
D. Rogers: ‘ None,'ofold, were wont to be fprink- 
‘ led; and I confefs iTjyfelf unconvinced by demonffratlon 
‘ of Scripture for \n.hnt%’ fprinkling —That the mi- 
‘ nifter is to dip in water as the meeteft adt, the w'oi.d - 
‘ notes it. For the Greeks wanted not other, 

* Compare Vo!. I. 103, 104. with p. III. ILJtory of 
Odd hathing, p. 5. 

M 4 ‘ words 



248 Meaning of the IVords [Chap. V . 

‘ words to exprefs any other aft befides dipping, if the 
inftitution could bear it.’ George Whitehead ; 

* Sprinkling infants, I deny to be baptifin, either in a 
‘ proper, or Scripture fenfe. For fprinkling is rhan~ 
*■ tijhiy and not bapiifm ; coming of p'asyTt^w, i, e. afper- 

go-, to /Jirinkle, or to befprinklc. Heb. ix. ij, 19. 

* compared with’Heb. x. 22. p^vriapot, ^ befprinkling i 
‘ and Chap. xii. 24. and i Pet. i. 2. But Pssttti^w, 
‘ is to baptizcy .to plunge under water, to overwhelm. 
‘ Whercfi'rc 1 would not have thefe men offended at 
‘ the'word rhaniifm-, it being as much Englifli as the 
‘ word baptiim.’ Thomas Lawson : ‘ Such as rhan~ 

* tize^ or Iprinklc infints, have no command from 
‘ Chrift, nor example among the Apoftles, nor the firft 

* primitive Chriftians, for fo doing—As for fprink- 
‘ the Greeks call it rlnmtifmos —^This linguifts 
*• c.aimot be ignorant of, that dipping and fprinkling 
‘ are expreffed by.fcvcrol words,both in Latin, Greek, 

* and Hebrew. It is very evident, if fprinkling had 
‘ been of divine inftitutiou, the Greeks had dicir rhan~ 
‘ tijmos ; but as dipping was the inftitution, they ufed 

* bapiiftnos ; fo maintained the purity and propriety of 
‘ the language 

Or‘ PERFUSION EXCLUSIVELY, the term would 
have been accordingly. Admitted; and probably the 
enaftang word would have been £x;^fw, orpta-- 

or iSme other fimilar term, that was familiar to 
the Evangelifts and Apoftles.r-Or plu.nging ex¬ 
clusively, the exprejjion would have been fuch as 
Could agree.) in the conneSlion where foundy with no 
ether aSiion. If by the words, could agree^ our au¬ 
thor mean, thatitmuft have been fuch a term as could 
not poffibly have been undefftood of any other aftion 
than immerfion, without making nonfenfe of the law, 
* ^ee PeeMap. Rvam. VoU I. Chap. ii. 

his 



Chtap. V. J Baptize, Baptism; 24g[ 

his^ofition cannot be admitted. Becaufe, in many 
cafes a fenfe, by no means natural and common to a 
commanding word, may be annexed to it, lb as to be 
quite foreign from the legiflator’s defign; without con¬ 
verting the enacting claufe into abfolute nonfenfe. 
This br. VV. himfelf muft acknowledge is frequently 
done, with regard to precepts, to dodlrines, and to 
promifes.—But if by, could he mean that, in 
its proper^ obvious^ and mojl common acceptation, it 
could not be underftood of any other adlion than im- 
merfion; his pofition is granted, and maintained to be 
a fa£t. That this may appear, let the following parti¬ 
culars be duly confidered. 

If it be lawful to adminiller the ordinance before us- 
by pouring or fprinlding, rf^qually as by immerfion; it 
muft be becaufe that diverfity of adminiftration is- 
warranted, cither by the command of our divine Law¬ 
giver, or by the practice of his Apoftles. But if fo,, 
is it not very furprifuig that the facreJ Penmen of the 
New Teftament, when recording precejits and fa£fs 
for our direiftion in this affair, have never iifed a term, 
the naturalprimary meaning of which is pouring, 
f>r fprinkling ? This is the more furprifmg w, in 
other cafes, apparently of much lefs confequence to the 
purity of divine worfhip, they frequently employ fuch 
words as are adapted to exprefs thofc ideas without any 
ambiguity, ir pouring, for infhmcc, be a legitimate 
way of performing the rite, what can be the reafon that 

Tcfoiry^tu, 

or, Trpoa-^vrxf) (all which are found in the apoftolip 
writings) is never ufed in the New Teftament, re- 
Ipedting the adminiftrafcon of baptifm ^ Or, iffprink- 
ling be a proper mode of proceeding, how comes it 
that pxvTitu, or fome other term of the 

fame fignincation, does not appear in any command or 
M j pr ecedent. 
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precident, relating to the fubjecl of this controvepfy? 
Why fliould thofe Greek words I have juft mention¬ 
ed, anl all others of a fimilar ipeaning, (whether ufed 
by Pagan daffies, or the Septuagint tranflators) beex- 
duJed from all precepts and examples of the inftitu- 
tion before us; „while (SxTia-fAX, and (Sxw- 

TKTjwof, are appropriated to that fervice, if pouring or 
fprinkling had been at all intended by our Lord or 
pradlifed by his Apoftles ? It muft not be fuppofed, 
as Jos. Placaeus has juftly obferved in another cafe, 
that this was done by infpired writers without defign*: 
and, on our principles, the reafon is plain. The great 
Legiflator,/«r««^r^/ that his followers fhould be im¬ 
mersed, in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
end of the Holy Spirit. In jiurfuance therefore of this 
defign, fuch words are ufed concerning the ordinance, 
as naturally and properly fignify that idea.—-We have, 

I think, as much reafon to conclude that and 

panTi^w are terms of oppofite fignifications, as that 
J 3 * 7 rTir*ipi®i' Tripippoovrftpmti denote things for op¬ 
pofite ufes. The former of thefe names, it is well 
known, was applied by ancient Chriftians to the bap- 
tifm|il font; becaufe candidates for communion were 
immerfed in it; the latter, it is equally clear, was ap¬ 
propriated by Pagan Greeks to the velTcl which con¬ 
tained tljeir holy water; becaufe thence the idolatrous 
priefts fprinkled the confecrated eleiflent upon each 
worfhipper f. What then would the learned fay, were 
any one pretending to an acquaintance with Chriftian 
and Greek antiquities, defignedly to confound the two 
latter expreffions, as if they wefe convertible terms ? 
Be the juft cenfure what it might, I cannot help think¬ 
ing it is due to thofe who confound the two former, by 

• O/ffTiJ, Tom. IT. p. 267. t SuicERi Ecdcf. 

Tom. I. p, 659. Antiq. of Greece, Yol.l.Chxp.iv. 
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labouring to prove them equivalent, with regard to 
the ordinance before us. Though our Brethren main¬ 
tain the lawfulnefs of and they can¬ 

not produce one inftance from the divine rubric of this 
inffitution, of any word being ufed which primarily 
and plainly exprelTes either of thofe adtions *.—It may 
here be remarked, that though the whole of this pa¬ 
ragraph be tranfcribed from Padobaptifm Examined^ 
and though Dr. W. pretends to have given that work 
a full i-eply; yet of this, and a multitude of other 
things that are equally argumentative, he has not con- 
dcfccnded to take the leaft notice. But perhaps it might, 
be ‘ out of tcndernefs to his caufe.’ , 

It appears from the teftimonies of learned Paedo- 
baptifts in general, and.from thofe of the people call¬ 
ed Quakers, that immerjion is the radical, obvious, ef- 
tabliflied meaning of the term haptifm. Confequent- 
ly, that our Lord has ailually ufed a word which, in its 
claifical, primary, natural, and common acceptation, 
‘ cannot agree’ to any adion befides that for which 
we plead.—To the numerous quotations, repeding 
this branch of the fubjed, contained in Ptedobaptlfm 
E.\ amined f, I will here add the following, from two 
eminent Reformers. Luther, da Sacramento Bap- 
tyffj/,fays; ‘Nomen, baptifmus, Graecum eft, Lafrne 
‘ poteft verti, mer/to-, cum immergimus aliquid in a- 
‘ quam, ut totiim tegatur aqua. Et quamvis ille mos 
‘jam abolex^rit apud plerofque (neque enimtotos dc- 
‘mergunt pueros, fed tantum paucula aqua perfun- 
‘ dunt) DEBEBANT tamen prorfus immergi, et ftatimre- 
‘ trahi. Id enim ethymologia nominis poftulare vide- 
‘ tur. Et Germani q'boque baptifmum Tauff vocant, 

‘ a profunditate, quam TVjf^illifua lingua vocant, quod 
‘ profunde demergi conveniat eos, qui baptizantur. 

* Pxdoiap. Exam. Vol. I. p. 9*; 921 93- t Vo!. I. Cbap^i. 
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‘ Et fane, fi fpe£tes quid baptijfcuus fignificet, idem re- 
‘ quiri videbis. Hoc enim fignificat, ut vetus homo, et 
‘ nativitas noftra plena peccatis, quae ex came et fan- 

* guine conftat, tota divinam gratiam dcmergatuiy 
‘ id quod copiolius indicabimus. Debcbat igitur modus 

* baptizandirefponderefignifkationi baptifmi utccrtum 

* ac plenum ejus ederet fignum*.’—The fame German 

Reformer, in his Tranflation of the New Teftament, 
has rendered the Greek word by the Ger¬ 

man Tiaufen, 'Fhus Matthew the third and firft, In 
thofe days canie Juhn the Baptiji: Zuder zeit kara 
Jdiannes der TaufFcr; In thofe days cams fobn the 
DIPPER. So agai/i, verl’e the fixteenth; Jefus^when 
he was baptized^ gctauftt, immerfed, went up Jiraight- 
way out of the water f.—Thqs alfo one of our Englifh 
Reformers,Mr.WiLtiAM Tynuace: '■Thtplung- 

* ing into the water fignifieth that we die and are buried 

‘ with Chrift, as concerning the old life of fin, which 
‘ is Adam: and tlie pulling out again fignifieth that we 
‘ rife again with Chrift in a new life J.’'—Nay, Sper- 
LiNGius will have to fignify mergitarsy 

laepius imroergere §. 

It is equally evident that thofe ancient Chriftian 
writers, to whom the Greek language was vernacular, 
univerfally, as far as appears, underftood the word bap- 
tifm to inean immerfon, and pradifed accordiiigly. 
Nay, as Witsius has obferved ||, they'frequently ufe 
that ftrong exprelfion Hocrooiomt, as arJwering to 
■ of which SuicERU.s has given anumber 

of inftances f, and to which a multitude of others 
might be added. But that jtasTziufftf means plung- 

G/<r«,Tom. I. Fol. 72. Witeberg. 1582. + InMr.Roa- 
jn&ovi's Hijlary (f Bapti/m, p. 442,4.43. 4 t/ip. 443 • 

§ De^apdfmo Ethnicofum,Q-ep.\.'p. 3,4. U OEiim. raa. 
I.. IV. Cap. xvi. § 13. ^ Tbe/aur. Ecclef . fub voce A»a^»w. 
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CHAF^V.] Baptize and Baptism. 253 

plunging downy wiH I prefume be readily granted. 
—Thefe things, it may be fuppofed, Dr. W. will not 
deny; and they are v^ry important confiderations in 
our favour. _ For, as the Greek is a dead language, 
and as the word before us is a dallical Greek term; 
what better evidence, relative to its^true meaning in 
the New Teftament can we poffibly have, than that of 
its general claffical ufe confirmed by thofe Chriftian 
Fathers who fpake and wrote in the Greek language*? 
When, by whom, and in what inftance, has equal evi¬ 
dence of this kind, refpciSlmg a New Tcftament Greek 
term, been rejeded by learned men, without expofing 
them to the cenfure of predileftion Jfor hypothefis ? Or 
how is it poflible to fettle tlic meaning of any particu¬ 
lar word that is ufed by^the Apoflles, if this evidence 
in our favour be difearded as incompetent ? 

That we fhould underftand the terms ufed by any wri¬ 
ter in their natural, primary, and obvious meaning, ex¬ 
cept where fome ablUrdity would follow fuch a con- 
ftruilion, is generally acknowledged by learned men: 
of which I have produced abundant evidence relative to 
this very point, in my P adobaptifm Examined f ; and 
which, though an article of fuch importance,Dr. W. in 
'■ his full reply* has quite overlooked.—Among many 
other teftimonies produced on this occafion, were the 
following. Anonymous: ‘Laws being diredted to the 
‘ unlearned,* well as the learned, ought tot>e conftru- 

Dr. Camx'BEI.l, when fpeaking of fuch terms as rarely oc¬ 
cur in the Greek Ttfuunent, fays : ‘ This is one of tJiofe cafes 
‘ wherein the interpretation given by the earlieft Greek Fathers 
‘ deferves particular notice—^There arc fo n/any advantages which 
‘ people have for difchveriug the import of a term orphrafe in 
5 their mother-tongue, ujjufual perhaps in w’riting, but current in 
‘ converfation, above thofe who ftudy a dead language, folely by 

* the means of books ertant in it, that no reafonable perfon can 

* queftion that fome deference is in fuch cafes due to their autho- 

‘rity.’ Four Vol. I. Diflertat. IV. § 8. f SeePrf- 

dohap. Exam, Vol. I. p. 70—7^). 
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* fd in their moji obvious meaning, and not explained a- 

* way by fubtle diftin(Sions ; and no law is to fufFer a 

* figurative interpretation, whqre the proper fcnfe of 

* the words is as commodious, and equally fitted to the 

* fubjeft of the ftatute.’—^Dr. Sherlock : * When 

* the words of tl\e law arc capable of different fenfes, 
‘ and reafon is for one fcnfe, and the other fenfc 
‘ againft reafon, there it is fit that a plain and necef- 

* fary reafon fhould expound the law. But when the 
‘ law is not capable of fuch different fenfes, or there is 

* no fuch reafon as makes one fcnfe abfurd, and the o- 
‘ ther neceflary; the law muft be expounded according 
« to the moji.plain and obvious fignification of the words, 

‘ though it pould condemn that -which -we think there 

* may be fome reafon for., or at leaft no reafon againft; 

* for otherwife it is an eafy matter to expound away 

* all the laws of God.’—Bp. Taylor ; ‘ In all things 
It where the precept is given in the proper ftile of laws, 

< —^he that takes the firji fcnfe is the likelieft to be 
‘ well guided—In the interpretation of the laws of 
‘ Chrift, the frikt fenfe is to be followed.’—Dr. Jo- 
NATH. Edwards : ‘ In words which arc capable 
‘ of t\yo fenfes, the natural and proper is ’ the pri- 

* mary: and therefore ought, in the firft place and 

* chiefly, to be regarded.’—V itringa ; ‘ This is ac- 

* counted by all a conftant and undoubted rule of ap- 

* proved interpretation; That the ordinary and, moJl 
‘ ufual fignification of words muft not be (feferted, ex- 

* cept for fulficient reafons.’—Dr. Waterland: 

* Since words are defigned to convey fome meaning, if 

* we take the liberty of playing upon words,after the 

* meaning is fixed and certain, th 4 re can be no fecuri- 
‘ ty againft equivocation and wile, in any laws,—or any 
‘ engagements whatever. All the ends and ufesoffpeech 

* will hereby be prevented.’—To which I will add the 

following: 
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following tcftimonies relative to the iame fubje^f. Bp. 
TAYLOR: ‘ We are [not] blindly to aim at fome fe- 
‘ cret intention of the^lawgiver; for the intention of a 
‘ man is to be judged by his vjords^ and not the words 
‘ by Ills intention —When the firft fenfe of the words 
‘ infers any abfurdity, contradidtion, or unreafonable- 
‘ nefs, the mind of the lawgiver is to be fuppofed to be 
‘ otherwife, and the words are not to be adhered unto 
‘ —If the intention be gathered by circumftances, by 
‘ comparing of laws, by the matter, and by appen- 
‘ dages, and yet but obfcurcly, the \/ords are rather to 

* be chofen than the obfeure intention. The reafoa 
‘ is, becaufe words arc the firft and principal fign of 
‘ the intention, and therefore ever to be preferred; and 
‘ ive are to feck no other', but when by accident tkefe are 
‘ HiNDRED TO SIGNIFY. When thcintentioii and the 
‘ words do difter, by what means foever the intention 
‘ can rightly be found out, that muf] be flood to—Bu^ 
‘ when in refpedf of the obfeurity on all hands the cafe 
‘ is indiflerent, we muft fland to the words ; for there 
‘ is equity in that, that what is firft in every kind 
‘ fhould be preferred, and be the meafure of the reft. 

‘ Add to this, that unlefs it be manifef that the words 
‘ do not reprefent the intention of the lawgiffer, the 
‘ confcience of the fubjeft is to obey the words of the 
‘ law—^When a word, in law, fignifics ma.ny things 
‘ by proportion and analogy, but one is the principal, 
‘ we muft. ftand to that principal*.' —Dr. Owen : 

‘ On fuppofition that fome fuch inftance [of ufing 
‘ a Greek prepofition] might be produced, yet being 
‘ contrary to the conftant ufe of the word, fome cogent 
‘ reafon from the te\t wherein it is ufed, or the thing 

* treated of, muft be urged, 'to give that fenfe admit- 
‘ ance: and nothing of that nature is, or can be here 

Dtid.Dditcmi. B. HI. Chap. vi. p- , , 

‘ pleaded 
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‘ pleaded */—»T urrettinus : ‘ It is acknowledged 

* by all, that we fhould never depart from the proper 
‘ and native llgnificatiort of vaords, except for the 
‘ weightieft and moft urgent lealbns f-’— Cum- 

* MING: ‘ When God condelcends to give us a rcve- 
‘ lation it bccomes,us to fubmit to it. Nor can they be 
‘freed from the guilt of facrilegc, who wreft his 

* words from their nioji natural.^ nwji ohvlneSyaud moji 

* common fenfr, to a meaning more agreeable to their 
‘ own prejudicate opinions —^l)r. Benson ; ‘ What 
‘ can be more abl'urd than to imagine that the doc- 
‘ trines, or rules of pradticc, which relate to men's e- 
‘ verlaftijig falvatioft, Hioiild be delivered in fuch arn- 

* biguous terms, as to be capable of ma7iy meanings §?’ 
—Inaddidon to v/hich, 1 will* again produce the fol¬ 
lowing declaration from oar warm opponent, Mr. 
Pirie: ‘ Law requires words and phrafes of the ohuji 

* afeertained and unequivocal jenje .'—now appeal to 
the reader, Whetlrcr our condudl: and coiirfe of argu¬ 
ment, relative to thofe enaddng terms, (iuoTTi^uy and' 
ju.aS’DTfUMi be not perfcdfly agreeable to the fpirit of 
thefe quotations ? For, as to any ahfurdity attending 
Gur fcnfe of thofe difputed words, none is pretended. 

Let us now fee whether fome of Dr. W.’s own af- 
Hertions do not corroborate our view of the cafe. 
When the meaning of (Soiorru and is under 

his confideration, he fays; ‘ It is univerfally agreed upoa 

* among the learned, that thefe words are, etymologi- 
‘ cally,or according to the radical'^ primary^ and proper 
‘ meaning, juftly rendered by the words tingo or mergo j 
‘ to tinge or plunge Ij.’ He tellyus, ‘ Juft criticifm 

* requires, that fimilar renderings Ihould be given to 

* Ext>^t. Htb. 'Voi. I. p. 41. Sec alfo p. 91. \ De SaSisfaB.. 
CMJiit'Ps.TS I. § 25. + Grounds of Prefent Dtfferenffs among 

London Mnifiers, p. 79. § In Mr- koBlNSON’s WJiory of 

p. ?6, 37. fots. i VoJ, II. 30. 
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‘ firiiilar phrafe^ iis the ihmc connectionand that it is 
‘ not fair, nor agreeable to the jull rules of criticifm, 

* to interpret the words of an author anufi'. el-.-, itnpro- 

* pcrly, and mctaphorirr.’dr. except when plain necef- 
‘ bty urges Rcjc.'iing our view of the baptifmal 
coinmi/Iion, as recorded by Matthew, he afks : ‘Docs 

* not fiich an interpixr.'tiori militateegainft the plain 
‘ and natural up; of terms, and bid tic.bance to the 
‘ force oflanguage f ?’ He «.totes Mr.'BAx’TER with 
approbation, when exprefling hinil'clf thus : ‘ It is ge- 
‘ nerally agreed, that the mpl common ufe of the word 
‘ holy^ if not the only [one,]—is, to (ignify a thing fe- 
‘ parated to God—This therefore being the proper 

* fenfe and ordinary ufe of the woVd, I take niyfelf 
‘ BOUND to receive it as the meaning here, till I 
‘ know more reafon tt» the contrary J.’ Relative 
to the fame particular, and with equal approba¬ 
tion, he produces tJie following words from Dr. 
Whitby; * The word ufed for a Sajiard by this A- 

* poftle being and the word being the 

* proper word for a legitimate offspring, had the A- 

* poftle intended fuch a fenfe [as not only we, but a 
‘ number of Paedobapti fts approve,] he would have ufed 
‘ liie words, which in the Greek writers are 4fENE- 
‘ RALLY ufed in that fenfe.’ Upon which Dr. W. 
thus remarks: ‘ Thefe quotations are inferted—for 
‘ the reafons and grounds by which their interpretation 
‘ is fupportq,d —Speaking of prepoftionsy my oppo¬ 
nent fays; ‘It is well known that in whatever lan- 
‘ guage prepofitions are ufed, they have no fmall in- 
‘ fluence in determining the meaning of thofe words 
‘with which they aiV connedled; and in. many cafes 
‘ are quite decifive ||i’ nay, he-charges me with plajr- 

Vol. I. i66. Vol 11. 145. f Vol. I. 3iS. J Vol. I. 
3«i. § Vol. 1 376. U Vol. XI. 54. 

»nj 
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ing ‘ upon the various acceptations of an Englifh par- 
‘ tide —Once more; When animadverting on the 
mifapplication of learning to tije aftairsof religion, and 
onthatfupercilious contempt with which Socinians fre¬ 
quently treat the humble follower of Chrift, he fays; 

* Yes, if he lives by faith, his religion is irrational-, 

‘ and if he fubmits his underftanding implicitly to the 
‘ plain dgcifions of Revelation, rejefting novel, far- 
‘ fetched criticifns, he is an incorrigible bigot 

Here, then, our author maintains. That the radical 
and primary meaning of the wordinqueftion, is to tinge 
(that is, to dye) or plunge —That fimilar renderings 
fliould be given to fimilar phrafes in the fame connec¬ 
tion—That we are to confider ourfelves as hound to 
underftand fcriptural terms in their proper fenle, and 
ordinary ufe—That we ftiould not defert the plain, the 
natural, and the emphatical ufe of words, when inter¬ 
preting the baptifinal ftatute-^That, had an infpired 
writer intended to convey an idea which is not natural 
and common to the words employed, he v/ould have 
ufed fuch terms as are generally found in the Greek 
authors to exprefs that idea—And, that far-fetched 
criticifms are to be rejedled, though wc fhould be 
accoiTnted iticorrigible bigots for fo doing.—I now ap¬ 
peal to the reader—nay, 1 may venture an appeal to 
all the wqrld. Whether it be not on thefe premifes that 
we proceed, in proof of immerfion befng eflential to 
baptifm; and whether thefe data do not neceffarily 
infer our cojiclufion I 

But there is another particular in the preceding ex- 
trads which deferves our notice^ and it is this : Pre- 
pofitions have nofnall influence in determining the mean- 
ing of words ; and, in many cafes, are quite dccifwe. 
Granted; and hence we infer, that the word baptize, 
• Vul. 1 . 394- t Mobricl's Social Rctig. I’rcf. p. iv. 
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as ufed by tlie Evangelills and Apoflles, miift fjgnify 
to immerjc. For, when cOnnedid by them with any 
prepofition, it is always, if J miflake not, either ti,, or 
fif.It is, if I have *rin,hdy obfen ed, uled fourteen 
rimes in connection with *; and twelve times in 
connection with nj f. Now that the natural, moll 
obvious, and inoft common fignifidStion of the parti¬ 
cle hv, is in.) Dr. W., I preiiime, will not deny. Re- 
Ipedting which particle Mr. James Hervey, when 
adJrefJing Mr. J. Wesley, lays : ‘ 1 am ready to 
‘ grant, thatplaces may be found where the prepofition 
‘ O' muftbe underftood according toyourfenfe ; [that is, 
‘ with,] But then every one knows that this is not the 
‘ native, obvious, literal meaning ; rather a meaning 
‘ fwayed, influenced, moulded by die preceding or fol- 
* lowing word—He wift not allow die Greek prcpoll- 
‘ don i]i to fignify in ; though I can prove it to have 
‘ been in peaceable pofleflion of tl^s fignification for 
‘ more than two thoufand years J.’—It is equally clear, 
and will be acknowledged with equal readinefs by 
learned men, that the natural, proper, and mofl ufual 
acceptation of the prepofition ar, is m/o ■ Nor, with 
regard to baptifm, fliould my opponent difpute this, 
whatever others may do. For, fo completely Ihtisfied 
is he of this particle fignifying into., when connedled 
with j3«7rTi^w, that he corredts our common Verfion 
of the baptififlal ftatute, as recorded by Matflicw, read¬ 
ing the wosds thus: Baptizing them, ‘ tif ovo(io(,, into 
name of Father, Son and Spirit —Now, as the 

See the followingpriiTaijesin thcGreekTcftamcnti^Iaf. iii. 
6,11. Mark i. 4,;, S\Lukc iii. i6. John i. 26,51, 55- iii. 
25. Afts i. 5. xi. 16T f Matt, xwiii. u,. Mark i. 9. 
Adj ki :. 5, 5. Jtom. vi. 5. l XJnr. i. 15. i:. 2. xti. 

15. Gal. iii. 27. f Lnurs toMv. J. Wesli.y, p. 26,322. 

§ Vol. J. 133. 

prepofition 
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prepofition ttt, in the very law of haptifiii, is' 

.tained by Dr. W. to retain its native, proper, and 
raoft common acceptation, into; what more neccfLry, 
than to take it in t!ie fame fenfcVhencver it is ufed in 
c'onnechon with any branch of the term jSiSirri^u, ex¬ 
cept there fhould be an inflance wJiere fuch a cou- 
ftrucfion would infer fome evident abl'urdity ? 'I'ius 
is quite agreeable to his own rule, when he bivs: ‘ J ul^ 

‘ criticifm requires, that fimilar renderings fliould be 
‘ given to fimilar phrafes in the fame connection*.’ 

I will here, with fome little addition, tranferibe a 
few lines from Peedchaptifin pxamined.^'NhKh Dr.W., 
after his ufual manner in his '■full reply,’ has quite 
overlooked." The'word is connected with 

fuch particles and of) as forbid our concluding 
that either svafi}, pour-, orfprinxle, is a proper fubftitutc 
for it. The form of exprelEon adopted by Evangt*- 
iifts and Apoilies is always, if I inifiake not, baptii- 
in, or foaietbing. Thus, for exatnple, tv or 
tt{, IK, or INTO yordan fi *», its watet\in £ma^ 
IS tb* Htfy Spirit «f, into tit smrnt ej the Fa~ 
tier — INTO the name of Paul — wro my own name 
—INTO what were ye baptized ?— INTO yohn s tap- 
tifin —i^JTO Mefes — into Chriji — into his death— 
INTO death §. E*f, conneted with (Baorri^iiv, can¬ 
not be rendered to, or toward ; becaufe it would be 
abfurd to (ajr, John baptized to-, or toward Jordan. Nor, 
in regard to this affair, can tv be tranflatej with, or 
hy'i bccaufe it would be extremely awkward to fay, 
John baptized with, or by Jordan. Belides, £»?, which 
is ufed of the fame adminiftration, cannot witiiout the 
ftrongeft impropriety be fo renderw. Baptifih, there- 

• 'Vol. f. 166. t Matt. iii. 6. Mark !. 9. % Malt, 
ill. II. Joh, iii. 1%. Mark i. 8. § Matt, xxviii. 19. l Cor. 
i. 13,15. A6ts xix. 3. I Cor. x. a. Gal. iii. a?- Rom. vi. 
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fore, being reprefented as performed in, or into fome- 
thiiig, muft be immrfm ; for perfons cannot be fprink- 
led or poured into water, though they may be dipped, 
immerfed, plunged intb it. And as it would be abfurd 
to fpeak of a perfon being poured in water; fo neither 
is it common for us to reprefent any one, as either 
walhed, or fprinklcd, in, but rather with, water.— 
That the ancient ecclefiaftical Greek authors, who 
muft be allowed to underftand their own language, 
and certainly pradfifed immerfion; both underftood 
and ufed the prepofitions under confideration, with re¬ 
ference to baptifm, in the fenfe for which I plead, is, 
from their own writings*, inconteftable. This, it 
muft be acknowledged, is a very llrong ’evidence in 
our favour. 

Similar renderingi^ould be given to fmilar phrafes 
in the fame conneStion. Admitted ; except there be a 
cogent reafon to the contrary. On this very account 
however. Dr. W. ought by no means to approve our 
common Vcrfion of Matthew the third and eleventh, 
compared with the fixth verfe of the fame Chapter. 
Becaufe, in the former of thofe verfes, the particle w 
is warped from its native fignification, and repeatedly 
tranflated with } but in the latter, it is permittad to re¬ 
tain its proper meaning, and is rendered »n —in yor- 
dan .f—In confirmation of thjs remark, I will pre- 
fent my reader with a new verfion of the paffage, and 
a critical Note upon it, by an eminent writer and a 
firft-rate critic. 

* Vide Conflitut. Apoflol. L. II. Cap. ii. L. TIL Cap. xvi, 
xvii. L VI. Cap. XV, Kxiii. Canon. Apoft. Can. l. Bevereo. 
Anmtat. fnloc. CiEM. At.EXAUU. Suramal. T.. II. p. Lugd. 
Bat. ,6 i6. Cyril. Hirrosoi.. Ciatecbef. Mjfiag. II. § 4. Oxon. 
1703 Bash.)! Magni Tom. I. p. 410, 411,437, 563. 

Tom. II.p. 32,, 322,390. Paris. »6SS. t Sec 
E.wm. Vol. I. p. lOi.Note. 
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Thus, then, Dr. George Campbell: ^ I indeed 

* baptize you in water—He will baptize you in the 
‘ Holy Spirit and fire. Vulgate,/« aqua— in Spiritu 

* Saiwfto. Thus allb the Syiiacand other ancient in-i 
‘ terpreters. All the modern tranflators from the Greek 
‘ which I have feen, render the words as our com- 
‘ mon Verfion doifi;s, except Le Clerc, who fays; 

‘ dans I'eau—dans k Saint Efprit. I am forry to ob- 

* ferve that the Popilh tranflators from the Vulgate 
‘ have fliown greater veneration for the ftyle of that 
‘ Verfion, than the generality of Proteftant tranflators 

have fhown for that of the original. For in this 
‘ the Latin is not more ex[)licit than the Greek. Yet 
< fo inconfiftent are the tranflators laft mentioned, that 
‘ none of them have fcrupled to render tv ra lofSavy 
t in verfe the fixth, in Jordan i tiiough nothing can be 
‘ plainer than that if there can be any incongruity in the 

* expreffion in water, this in Jordan mull be equally 
«incongruous. B*at they have feen that the prepofi- 

* tion in could not be avoided there without adopting 
« a circumlocution, and faying with the water of Jor- 
‘ dan i which would have made their deviation from the 
*■ text TOO GLARING. The word (Sxvrt^tm, both in 
‘ facre 4 Writers and clalTical fignifies to dip, to plunge, 

‘ toimmerfe-, and was rendered by Tertullian, the 

* oldeft of the Latin Fathers, tingere, the term ufed 

(fy, dyeing cloth ; which was by immerfion. It is al- 
‘ ways conflrued fuitably to this ineaning. Thus it 
‘ is n tv ru But I Ihould not lay much 

»ftrefs on the prepofition iv, which anfwering to the 
‘ Heb. 3i may denote with, as well as in, did not the 
« whole phrafeology, in regard to /.lis ceremony, con- 

* cur in evincing the fame thing. Accordingly the 

* b^zed .are faid to arife, emerge, or af- 

* tend, verfe the fixteenth, »7re tou vSo^^ot^ 3nd, Adis 

t ‘ the 
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‘ the eighth and thirty-ninth, « tou frottu, or 

‘ out of the water. When therefore the Greek word 
‘ is adopted., I may fay, rather than tranjlated into mo- 
‘ dern languages, the mode of conflruEtion ought to be 
‘ prefcrved, as far as may conduce to fuggefits ORi- 
‘ ciNAl. IMPORT. It is to be regretted that we have 
‘ so MUCH EVIDENCE that even good and learned men 
‘ allow their judgments to be warped by the sen- 
‘TIMENTS AND customs OF THE SECT WHICH 
‘ THEY PREFER. ThETRUF. PARTIZAN, OF WHAT- 
‘ EVER DENOMINATION, ALWAYS INCLINES ■ TO 
‘ CORRECT THE DICTION OF THE SpiRIT BY THAT 
‘ OF THE PARTY — Thus that learned tranflator, 
and very eminent Paedobaptift critic;. 

But what would Dr. W. have faid, had I, on the 
fame ground, and to an equal degree, cenfured the con- 
duiSl of modern tranflators ? He would certainly have 
exclaimed, Bigotry ! bigotry ! Line of bigotry! Nay,, 
Ihould he again ‘ Ihow his opinion;’, and, as before, 

‘ anfwer’ only a very fmall fliare of ‘ his parthe may 
perhaps with his ufiial heroifm, ‘ confront, break, and 
‘ rout* this critical * phalanx.’ Nor would there be 
the leaft reafon to wonder, were he to reprefent the 
Principal of the Marcfchal College at Aberdeen, as 
violently ‘ enamoured and tempted’ with fome topic 
or other, in order to account for fuch language pro¬ 
ceeding from the pen of a Ptedobaptift. Or, if he were 
not dilpofed to make that Angular excufe for him, as 
he has done fpr others, the Principal would have rea¬ 
fon to admire his forbearance, were he not laid under 
the imputation of '■ferewinf a pofitive rite ‘in the 
‘ vice of bigotry.* I need not inform the reader, how 
keenly the poor Baptilvs have fmarted under the hand 

• Tranjlatien of the Four Cofpels, at Matt. iv. i j. and Note on 
the place. . 
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of'^wy opponent, for fuppofed faults, in the eye of can- 
doar and impartiality, much lefs atrocious. Confe- 
qutsndy, were the Doftor to efcape a fevere flogging, 
it mull be afcribed to his being a Peedobaptiji, 

But, notwithftanding the preceding principles of 
reafoning, ■ndiich, on certain occafions, are adopted 
by Dr. W. asd naturally infer our conclufion; he 
endeavours to evade the neceflary confequence by 
various modes of proceeding; the principal of which 
I fhall now confider. 

He appeals, for inftance, to the authority of Dr. 
Owen, who tell us; ‘ doth not fignify 

* properly to dip or plunge.,fox that in Greek is tfA^a-nru 

* and no where fignifies to dip^ but as 

* a mo^ of, and in order to walhingto which Dr. 
W. adds, ‘ wetting, dying *.* But hoW, then, could 
my opponent fey, in the very next page ; ‘ It is 

* univerfaliy agreed upon among the learned, that thcfe 

* words [/SavTM' and are, etymologically, 

* or according to theradical,primary aniproper mean- 
»ing, juftly rendered by the wor^, tingo, or mergo ; 

* to tinge [that is, to rfye,] or plunge ?* Befides, I 
^qjpeal to the learned whether Dr. OytEN might 
not SIS well hare afferted, That mergo does not pro¬ 
perty fignify to dipi or plunge', for that, in Latin, is 
hnmergo ? Nay, does not the Dodor himfelf in the 
feme Difoourfe acknowledge, that * the original and 

* fignification of the word imports, to </</>, 
«to plunge, to dye, to wajh, to eleanfeP and has not 
Dr. W. quoted the very paflage f ?—But it no where 
fignifies to dip, except as ‘ a wadi? of, and in order to 
<walhing,wetting,dyeing.’ It y'indeednawralenough 
to foppofe, that when the aft of dipping is performed 
by a perfon who is compos mentis, it is in order to 

» V. n. 19 . t V. II. 90. 
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fomething or other; either, for example, todifeharge 
a duty, or to obtain a benefit; to make an experi¬ 
ment, or for amufement. So we may fay of 
it nowhere fignifies to /prinkky except as a mode of, 
and in order to^ wetting, ftaining with fpots, or fome¬ 
thing elfe. Nay, it may be aflerted of our Englifll 
term dip^ that it nowhere fignifies Jto immerfe, ex¬ 
cept as a mode of, and in order to-, dyeing, wafliing, 
wetting, or fome other purpofe. But will this prove 
that the former term does not properly fignify to fprin- 
klcy or the latter to immerfe ? Is it not fixeign to 
the fubjeft, and mere trifling ?—^Dr. W. adds; 

‘ What I deny is, that the principal end or dejign 
‘ conveyed by the word is to imnKsrfe*.’ > But here 
my opponent either miftakes the queftion, or elfe ht 
artfully confounds it one that is very different. 
The word baptize^ in this difpute, denotes an a£iion ro- 
quiredbydivine law:and the fimple queftion is,What«f 
that aiftion? Is it immerfion, orpourihg,orlpiinkling? 
Not, What is the principal end or deft^n of that 
action ? Be the action itfelf, and the defign of it, 
whatever they may, they certainly are different things, 
and muff be fo confidered. 

‘ The word tingo\ our author fays, ‘ whic 1 \ cor- 
1* refponds with the primary meaning of baptize^ is a 

* generic term ; that is, the radical, primary meaning 

‘ of it is, not any fpecific adt, as to immerfe, to 
‘ fprinkle, or the like; bat to effefi the purpofe, or 
‘ to produce of being dyed, ftained, wetted, and 

‘ fo on, by any way whatever^ as maybeft anfwer the 
‘ end in view.’ He adds, in a Note; ^ Itis obfervable, 

* that the beft Latin I^riters both ancient and modern, 

* ufc the words tingo and .haptixo promifeuoufly, 

‘ in reference to the Chriftian ordinance f. ’ 


N 


• Vol. II. J9. 
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That Latin authors ufe the word tingo as anfwcr- 
ingtothe term baptize^ is acknowledged; but that the 
natural', proper, and moft common acceptation of tingOf 
is to dyoy or dip, none but thefe who have fome 
I^pothefis to ferve will deny. As tingo is, if I may 
to call it, a dyer’s word; and as in the dyeing"' of 
wool, of cloth, and fo on, the material to be coloured 
is always put into the tinging liquid, or dipped in it; 
what more natural or proper than to confider the 
verb as meaning to dip, except when ufed in an al- 
lufive lenfe, as it apparently is in thofe pallages of 
the Roman poets to which Dr. W, refers ? Were 
the paflages to which he appeals a proof of his point, 
he might eafily make it appear from our Englilli 
claiEcs, and cfpeqially the poets, that dip and bathe 
are generic terms, and that they fignify to fprinkle, 
as well as to immerfe, and to go under the watt r*. 
Nay, my opponent himfelf acknowledges, ‘ That 
‘ among dyers, ^Vafhers, and fo on, the mojl ufial 
‘ mode of efFecling [wetting or dyeing] \s,\>ypiitting 
‘ in the thing to be impregnated with the moifture 
‘ and the different hue—'Dyeing, as an art,’ fays he, 
‘ is ufually (though not neceffarily) performed by the 
‘ meatjis or mode of dipping f.’ But why thofe ex- 
preffions, ‘ moft ufually—ufually, not neceffarily ?’ Is 
he acquainted with any pradlitioner in the dyeing art, 
who dyes -tvool, cloth, filk, or any other article, by 
pouring or fprinkling the colouring liquid upon it ? 
Or has he heard of any approved waftier-woman, 
who fometimes performs her bufinefs to the (atisfac- 
tipn of her employers,by merelyor fprinkling 
a very fmall quiuitity of purifying liquid on .the linen 

*. See Tirdobap. Exam, Vol. I. lej—1^5. t Wl. II. 

;0, .146. 
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put into her hands ? Have notour biblical tranflators 
very juftly reprefented Him who is the King of kings 
and Lord of lords, as clothed with a vejlure 

T>ivpt.-D irfblood*} Are not the words of 
Basil the language of ftrift propriety, when he 
(peaks of to ^uTmtshf tv laiia 

tiniSlurae immerfa, wool baptized, i/flmerfed, dipped in 
the dye f ? —^Nothing is more common than to fpeak 
of dyeing under the notion of dipping, even when the 
latter of thofe words is ufed in an allufive fenfe. 
Thus, for inftance, Mr. Henry : ‘ Your fins have 
‘ been as fcarlet and crimfon, a deep dye, a double 
dye—ye have been often dipped, by your many 
backflidings, into fin—ye have lain foaking in it, 
'as the cloth in the fcarlet d^'e J.’ Mr. Char nock 
thus: ‘ Cuftom dips men in as durable a dye, as 
‘ nature—-Whatever fignificancy believing works 
‘ have, is from the tincture thejy receive from tire 
‘ blood of this facrifice, wherein faith dips them, 
as being faith in the blood of Chrift —But 

never, furely, was the term tinged, of which Dr. 
W, is extremely fond, ufed in a more extraordinary 
manner, than when, fpeaking of perfons being adr 
mitted into the vifible church of Chrift, he refrefents 
it as being cfFefled, ‘ by having PURE water poured 
‘ on them, whereby they were tinged, wajhed, or 
‘ ceremonially purified ||!’ Our author muft, cer¬ 
tainly, be goirdfed of fomething more than the dyer’s 
art, if he can both tinge and purify, by the fingle aft 

• Rev, xix. 13. \* De Baptijriio, L. I, C. i. In the iknift 
place he alfb (peaks iron intended to he made red-hot, 
being Tj; v-vj*. immerfum igni, baptized, im¬ 

mersed in the fire, f On llaiah i. i8. § lfioris,'Vol.h p. 462. 
firll £dic. Vol, II. p. 572- fecond Edit. | Voi. II. 136. 
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of pouringy^/r w ater. But, in his own language, I 
will fay; ‘ Let him, for me, indulge the fancy, and 

* enjoy the profits *’ of his latent myftery.’—^In 

oppofition, however, to all my opponent fays, refpeft- 
ing this particular, I appeal not only to the native and 
common ufe of tjie words tingo., and ; but 

alfototheauthority of that eminent criticD hOeorge 
Campbell, asbeforequoted. ‘The word pctTm^ni/,’ 
fiiys he, ‘ both in Sacred writers and claffical, figni- 

* fies to dip, to plunge, to itnmerfe ; and was rert-. 

* dcred by Tertullian, the oldeft of the LatinFa- 

* thers, tingere, the term ufedfor dyeing cloth, which 

* was by iirvnerfon.’ 

Dr. W., fenfiblc that the etymological and claffical 
fenfe of the word in queftipn is againft him, en¬ 
deavours to evade the force of our arguments by 
diftinguifhing between its philological and legal ac¬ 
ceptation. ThuSk he fpeaks: ‘ There is an im- 
‘ portant difference between A primary philological 
‘ or etymological, and A primary legal fenfe, of 
‘ terms; founded on this ground, That terms ac- 

* quire different acceptations according to the pofi- 
‘ tions in which they Hand f.’ This obfervation is 
applied to the verb fcod^nnvu- A primary — ^primary. 
But are there many primary fenfes, either philological 
or legal, bflonging to the fame term ?—He further 
fays : ‘ The immediate queftion is not^ What is the 

* radical, primary, and proper meaning of the word, 

* haptifm, in a philological or etymological fenfe; but, 

* Whether the legal, the ceremonial, or facra- 

* mental fenfe of the word excludes, abfolutely ex- 
‘ eludes, every other idea but iramerfion ?—It is not 
‘ neceffary—^that the primary philological or etymo- 

* logical fenfe of thefe terms [^xwTt^iiv and (3 *t- 


• Vo!. II. 109. 


f Vol. I. 317. 
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‘ T)o-/uef J ftiould be the legal one—The real legtf- 
‘ lative and facramental force of the terra \^baptize'\ 
‘ is of a general nature., and by no means confined 
‘ to one fpecific adliftn He {peaks to the fame 
efTeft in many other places f; in unfiver to which, 
the following particulars are propofed for confidera- 
tioii. • 

The queftion before us is not fairly ftated. For 
thfe immediate fiibje» 5 l of enquiry is not, Whethtx 
the legal, ceremonial, or facramental fenfe of the word 
BAPTISM alfolutely excludes every other idea bejide^ 
immerfion ? But, TVhat is the real meaning of the 
word BAPTISM ? And, Whether the native, pri- 
mary, and ordinary acceptation of the terfn be retained 
in the baptifmal flatute? —Mr. Elliot, and Ibmc 
others among our oppofers, would have the queftion 
ftated thus: Has the word (Socwti^w ‘ always that 
‘ fenfe [immerfion] and no other ? for elfe it proves 
‘ nothing againft us j—efpecially if'this be not its con~ 
'■ ft ant meaning throughout the Scripture J.’ Juft fo, 
an author who wrote againft the cverlafting duration 
of infernal punifliment. ‘ The queftion, ’ faid he, ‘ is, 
‘ Whether the terms eternity, and for ever, ought al- 
‘ WAYS to fignify a duration without end ?’ To this 
Mr. Horbery replies;‘Which, with ftibmifllon, is 
‘ not the queftion at all. What words fignify always, 
‘ or are ufed qlways in the whole extent of their mean- 

* ing ? Not xiuvset, not nor aS'xuosrof, in 

* Greek; nor the words that anfwer to them in other 
■* languages. The queftion therefore is, Whether the 
‘words fignify dur^jtion ivithout end, not always, but 
‘ in the particular fubjedi before us§?’ 

* Vol. II. 5, 6, 8, 9, 68. Voi. JI. IJ5, 141, 164, 165, 
361, 367, 368. J In Dr. W. Vol. II. ii6. § Jnijuity 
into Dxrmion of future Punljhmfni, p. *47, 248. Note. 

N 3 li 
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It is not neceffary that the primary philological or 
etymological fetife of the word Jhould be the legal one. 
True; our divine Lawgiver waj completely at liber¬ 
ty to exprcfs himfelf, in the enadting terms of bis own 
law, juft- as he pleafed. But, being fuprcmely wife 
and good, and intending to be obeyed; it was necef- 
fary he (hould fo exprefs himfelf as to hs UHderJlood.,hy 
thofe for whom the law was defigned. Now, for that 
purpofe, what more fuitable to his legiflative charadler, 
than to confider him as ufing thofe enadling terms, 
fioS'Jirfuw and |3airTi^w, in that fignification which 
was moft natural and common to them among the 
Greeks, in whofe language the baptifmal ftatutc ftands 
recorded ? For if a legiflator, in the only law refpedl- 
ing a certain duty to be performed,* ufe the principal 
commanding terms in a fenfe foreign to their natural 
and common acceptation, at the time when the law is 
enaiSled; it looks as if he intended to be amliguousy 
and not to be underftood. For, as Mr. Twells ob¬ 
serves, ‘ It requires not only criticifm, but conjura- 

* tion, certainly to know what is meant by words de~ 
^fignedly ambiguous —Fond, however, as Dr. W. 
is of diftinguifliing between the etymological and le¬ 
gal fenle of commanding terms, another of my oppo¬ 
nents, as already obferved, implicitly condemns that dif- 
tin6lion. for thus Mr. PiRiE; ‘ Poetry may admit 
‘—liberties of expreffion; but law requires words 

* and phrafes of the mojl afeertained and Unequivocal 
'■fenfe f.’ 

Though Dr. W. diftinguifh between the etymolo¬ 
gical and legal fenfe of the w(/?d ; and 

though he will by no means admit that its primary phi¬ 
lological meaning is retained in the law of baptifm; 

* Critical Examination of Neiv Text and I'lrfion, Part JI. p. 
iS. y Appendix, p. 1^7. 
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yet when the true and proper fneaning of the verb 
j^tipoTOMiK is to be fixed, in oppofition to learned 
Epifcopalians, he appeals, as we do, to the Greek daf¬ 
fies, and to ecclefiadical authois who wrote in the 
Greek language, as the nioft likely way to fettle the 
fignification of that difputed term. Nor does he fecen 
to have the leaf!: fufplcion of the pRilological, and the 
fcriptural meaning of the word, being different. Nay, 
with Dr. Doddridge, he pronounces the Annota¬ 
tion of Sir Norton Knatchbull on a certain 
text* adttiirable ; though that Note is chiefly emplovi 
ed in determining the fenfe of by qiiotations 

from ecckfiaftical writers.But how cafily might 
an Epifcopalian retort: The queftion is not. What l 5 
the radical meaning of the word pj^n/ioTonn', in a phi¬ 
lological or etymological fenfe; but, Whether the 
fcriptural fenfe of the word be to ele£ly ‘ by theliftinp ^ 

‘ up the hands of the people ?’—Qur author, by plead¬ 
ing for this diftindion, tacitly allows the etymological 
and philological fenfe of the term baptize ^ to be in <>U' 
favour j and therefore the following pafi’age from Dr. 
Waterland, with the altcration of a lingle word, 
will here apply. ‘ I doubt not but the Unitarians, of 
‘every denomin.ition, arc very f nfilil?, that (Surintcr- 
‘ pretation of Scripture, f > far a s concerns this point, ij 
‘ themofi eafy,obvious,and natural, and moft agreeable 
‘ to the Icttfr of the infpired Writers J.’ Whether this 
remark b« not as pertinent here, as it is in the Unita* 
rian controverfy, I leave the impartial to judge.—If this 
diltinclion be admiiTiblc, with regard to "the words 
fvaS’iiTfiiw and w'hat fhould hinder its appli. 

cation to any other cmphatical term in the law of bap- 
tiiin ? Why not apply it, if we fhould find occafion 

* Arts xiv. !■;. f Po/ir on Mo’rrice's .Ww/ p. 

i;i, ij;. + Khbt S(r>mns,n. 10^. Iccond Ki!ir. 

N4 


to 



272 Meaning of the Words [Chap. V. 

to fupport any hypothefis, to the words preachy gofp‘^ 
nations, name. Father, Son, and Holy Spirit? Nay, 
why might not the particle nf, as ufed in the baptif- 
mal ftatute, have a legal meaning attached to it, ex¬ 
tremely different from its primary philological accep- 
tetion, into ? Here, however, Dr. W. has precluded 
himfelf, by corredling our common Verfion to preferve 
that acceptation.—^I'his diftinftion is adapted to an- 
fwer fimilar purpofes with that of the Arians, refped:- 
ingfuprerne,'!ind fubordinate worftiipj concerning which 
Dr.-WATERLAND fays; ‘Any man with your dif- 
‘ tiniSion of fovereign and inferior worlhip, might 
‘ have eluded every law about facrifcing to the true 

* God only So the diftindtion which I oppofe is 
adapted to keep confcience eafy, in.the evading of any 
divine law, to the obfervance of which we are dilinclined. 
For whatever be the natural, proper, and moft com¬ 
mon meaning of enafting terms; and however clear 
that meaning may be on the face of thofe terms; it is 
an ealy thing for anyone to fiy with Dr. W., ‘I'herc 
‘ is an important difference between a primary philolo- 
‘ gical or etymological, and a primary legal fenfe of 

* terms—Terms acquire different acceptations accord- 
‘ ing to vhe pofitions in which they ftand. There is 
‘ hardly any \.Kve,facred or civil, but may furnifo a 
‘ confirmation of this necessary djlinilion.’ With 
what admirable propriety and force might'this neces¬ 
sary diftinftion have been applied, by the ancient 
Hebrews, to the law of circumcifion ! and in how 
many inftances of ceremonial impurity, might the ope¬ 
ration of the fame diftiivSion have been favourable to 
female'delicacy! Nay, what fliould hinder the ap¬ 
plication of this diftinflion to the principal terms in 
the euchariftical ftatute, fo as to provide for the admif- 

• Second Defence of ^cries, Query XVI. p. 379. 

flOil 
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fion of infants to the holy table ? Or, if you adopt 
Dr. Brett’s notion of the facred fupper, this admi¬ 
rable diftin( 5 fion will prove that thole words of the in- 
ftitution, Tovro Troturt, are to be underftood in a fa- 
trificial fenfe, for which he ftrenuoufly contends*; 
confequently, that the fupper of our Lord is a facri- 
fice^ and the adminiftrator a 

Nor would the operation of this principle, if admit¬ 
ted, be confined to inftitutes of a pofitive nature. No; 
it would extend a fimilar and powerful influence'to moral 
precepts and evangelical doftrines ingeneral. So, for in- 
Itance, were Dr. W. to write in dcfeiKe of our LordV 
atonement; and were he to plead, as others have donq 
a thoufuid times, the radical-, primary, AnAufualm^m- 
*ug of \yrpov, avriAuTpor, MriXvrpo)/ and fo on ; 
how eafy it would be for any Socinian to reply: But 
you forget. Sir, that, ‘ there is an impSriant difference 
‘ between the primary philological or etymological, and 
‘the primary [theological] fenfe of terms; found- 
‘ ed on this ground—That terms acquire different 
‘ acceptations according to the pofitions in which 
* they ftand.’ So that though the feveral Gj;eek 
terms produced were allowed, philologicallya.nd etymolo- 
glcalfy confidered, to fignify a proper price paid by 
way of ranfom for another; yet, theologically under- 
ffood, they have*no fuch meaning.—I appeal to the 
learned and the impartial, whether this be not a natu¬ 
ral inference from our author’s principle ? 

Again; If the philological be not the legal fenfe 
of the word, how is th# latter to be diftinguiflied By 
any abfurdity that wotild follow on admitting the phi¬ 
lological acceptation ? none is pretended. By confi- 
dcring the prepofitions,» and nj, with which the term 

* See his reafpoing in Tadobap. Mxam.Yol.J. p. 119, 
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is very often conne6leJ ? but thofe parti¬ 
cles, as already obferved, are not only confiftent with 
its etymological meaning, but abfolutely require it. 
By conl’ulting the ficred hiftory of primitive pradtice? 
but that enforces the fame acceptation *. By ftiidy- 
ing the defign o^ baptifm ? that alfo concurs to efta- 
blilh the philological fenfe -f. By appealing to the an¬ 
cient Fathers who wrote in the Greek language ? but 
they unanimoufly agree in retaining the etymological, 
fenfe for .which we plead.—On what principle, then, 
is that legal fignification for which Dr. W. contends 
fo be eftablilhecj ? Why, truly, on the principle of 
necejfity —the ncceflity of Infant fprinkling ; for with¬ 
out fome fuch expedient it cannot be fupportcd. Bc- 
caufe the philological, natural, and obvious meaning 
of the term baptize-, muft certainly prove fatal to that 
ceremony. 

, There is hardly any law, /acred or civil-, but may 
furnijh a confirmation of this ncceffary diJiinSlion, be¬ 
tween the ETYMOLOGICAL and me Al. fenfe of t'ermsX- 
Then Dr.SAMUEL Johnson mightwell fay,'rhough‘a 

* man accuftomed to fatisfy himfelf with the obvious and 

‘ natural meaning of a fentcnce, does not eallly fhake 
‘ off his habit; [yet] a lawyer never contents 

* himfelf with this fenfe, when there is another to be 
‘ found §.’ But is this any honour tp the moral cha- 
radler of liich lawyers, or for the bejnefit of their 

' clients in general ? My opponent, I prefume, will 
not fuppofe it. Be tha^, however, as it may, he feems, 
rcfpsSing the law of baptifra„f to have imbibed the 
ipiritof Dr. Johnson’s true-bred hwyer •, for he can¬ 
not be at all contented with the obvious and natural 
meaning of enadling terms in the baptifmal ftatute. I 

• Matt. iii. 6, i6. Joh. iii. 33. Afts viii. 36—31;. t Ro™. 
vi.' 3, 4. C6l. ii. II. t Vbl. I. 317. § Beauties of John- 
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'am perfiiaded, notwithftaiiding, that a fimilar condudt 
in almoft any other jafe, which refpedted either the 
laws or the dodrines of Chrift, would be detelted by, 
him. 

There is hardly any law, facred or civil, but may 
furnijl) a confirmation of this diJlinBwn, Ipse dixit. 
What, hardly any law, of either God or man, that 
does not furnilh a proof of enafling terms being ufed ina 
fenfe different from their etymological, natural,and ob¬ 
vious meaning ! He mieiht as well have faid, There is 
hardly any law, facred or civil, which thelegiflator in¬ 
tended to be underjlood by the comgiqn people. Or, 
There is hardly any law, facred or civil, which was 
not defigned by the enamor of it, rather for the emo¬ 
lument of its interpreters, than for the benefit of fub- 
jeeffs at large. Or, There is hardly any law, divine 
or human, which is not adapted tt> puzzle, to con¬ 
found, and to promote en.lk fi contention among thofe 
to whom it was given. Were this the cafe, in refer¬ 
ence to the fubjcil: in hand, a feljiffi minifter of the 
word might, with a pettyfogging attorney, exult in 
‘ the gloiioiis uncertainty of the law.’ But why—in 
the name of wife legiflation and of righteouslaw—« 
why did not Dr. W. produce a few inftances from 
laws both ‘ ficred and civil’ in proof of his ]>old afler- 
tion ? Or dfi^-S he confidcr his affertion as expreffing 
a fiil fo notorious, and fo univerf.illy acknowledged, 
that it needs no proof ? Clear, however, as it may 
appear in his view, I abfolutely defpair of feeing the 
ipje dixit proved.—i have thought of divine laws; but 
I cannot perceive the affertion apply. What is there, 
for inftance,—I appeal to both learning and common 
fenfj-a-what is there in the enaifling terms of the an¬ 
cient ftatute" of .circiuncifion, or in thofe tjf the ciicha- 
r'lft'iral annointment. that can iuftifv this diftinction f 
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I have thought alfo of human laws ; but neither in 
them can I difcern any juft ground for diftinguiftiing 
•between the legal and etymological fenfe of enafting 
terms: except in fuch inftances as arife from the fluc¬ 
tuating ftate of a living language.—Of this diftindfion, 
it may beprefumtd, Sir William Blackstone had 
no thought, when he gave the following rule of legal 
interpretation: The words of a law < are generally to 
‘ be underftood in their usual and most known 
^ fignification ; not fo much regarding the propriety of 
‘ grammar, as their general and poptdar ufe;’—but, 
* where words bear either none, or a very abfurd figni- 
‘ fication, if lifera'ily underftood, we muft a little devi- 
*ate from the received fenfe of them*.’ Conforma¬ 
bly to this rule Dr. W. himfelf has found, I prefume, 
by experience, that in our Englifli revenue laws the 
terms pounds^ Jhiliings, and pence, have a legal fenfe, 
pretty near a’lin tb their etymological, obvious, and po¬ 
pular fenfe. Nor do I imagine it would be of much 
avail for either him or me to plead his diftindtion, in 
©ppofition to a regular demand for the land, the houfe, 
or the window tax. Many unhappy perfons have alfo 
found,to tlieir fhame*and regret, that, in our criminal 
Jftatutes, thofe enadfing terms, hard labour, whipped^ 
hanged, and fo on, have a legal fenfe not much differ¬ 
ent from their etymological and common^jicceptation.—- 
So novel and fo extraordinary is his diftindtion between 
the etymological and legal fenfe of commanding words, 
that I cannot conceive of any motive he had to adopt 
it, befides a fondnefs for hypothefis. But, as repeated¬ 
ly obferved. Infant fprinkling muft have a patent of 
fxdufive privileges: and, among other immunities, it 
ipuft be confidered as free from an obligation to abide 

• Cofnmentaries, t'o!. I. Introduft. Sedt. ii. See my quota- 
l^r.e ficta varicus authors, p. 25}—256. 

b? 
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by the etymological fenfe of ena£ling terms in divine 
law, or it cannot ftand the teft of enquiry. 

The enadfing termS of law having been univerfaily 
confidered as wearing a ftern, peremptory, command¬ 
ing afpsft, it may, on a fuperficial view of the cafe, 
appear furprifing, that my opponenWfhould fo earneft- 
ly plead for a legal fenfe of the word baptize^ in oppo- 
lition to its philological, native, and proper meaning ; 
while it is manifclHy his defire to have the mode of 
adroiniftration' entirely under the direftion of human 
prudence. But that furprife will ceafe when it is re- 
collefled, that the legal fenfe for which he contends 
being his own manufacture, is extrerflely tomplaifant, 
and fo compliant, that an adminiftrator may either im- 
merfe, or pour, or fprirtkle, juft as he and the candi¬ 
date find themfelvcs inclined. Mow this, Dr. W. 
knows, the philological, radical, and molt common ac¬ 
ceptation of the term in tpaefiioh will not admit. 
Hence the neceflity of coining a new diftinction, and 
of contrafting the legal, with the etymological fenfe of 
the word.—But as it is both natural and ncceffary, 
where it involves no abfurdity, to underlland expref- 
lions in their moft obvious and ordinary acceptation; 
and as this nice diftinclion between the philological 
and legal fenfe of the term in quefHon, is far from be¬ 
ing level to rfhc capacities of thofa illiterate perfons 
who conftitute a vaft majority of our Lord’s difciples; 
it is hard to conceive how they, when thinking for 
themfelves, can obtain CitisfaCtion refpefting the will 
of their divine Sovyeign in this affair. Hence a ftrong 
prefumptive evidence arifes againft the novel diftinc¬ 
tion—a di ftinCfion, far mofc becoming the chara<Serof 
a Jefuit, than that of a Proteftant Diffenting Brother; 
as it has a natural tendency to enfeeble and vacate 
every law of God and of man to which it is applied. 

Ml! 
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My opponent endeavours to evade the natural force 
of the words baptize and baptlfm., by labouring to pcr- 
fuade us that, ‘ at leaft, when ceremonially or ficra- 
‘ mentally ufed, they are generic terms, comprehending 
‘■•difFerent fpecific modes oipurification and cleanfing.' 
Again; After ha'Oing quoted a number of Paedobap- 
tift authors in favour of his hypothecs, he fays: ‘ Now 
‘ I venture to appeal to the perufcr of the foregoing 

* pages, whether the vcrdift of many very eminent 
‘ literary charaifers does not corroborate the dodtrine 
‘ contained in our general thefis, viz. That baptize 
‘ and haptifm-, at leaft when facramentally ufad, or in 
‘ their New Teftament kgijlative meaning and force, 

* are generic t'exrr& *?’—In order to prove that the word 
baptize is a generic term, he fays; ‘ It is well known 
‘ that in whatever language prcpofitions are ufed, they 
‘ havT no fraall influence in determining the meaning 
‘ofthofc words with v/hich they are connefted ; and 
‘ in many cafes are quite dccifive.' This has been al¬ 
ready confidercd, and proved to be in our favour. 
But he adds; ‘ For inftance, were the fubjedt of en- 
‘ quiry, how general and extenfive, or how particular 
‘ and fonfined, is the meaning of any word ? the ufe 
‘ of the prepofitions connedted with it will often de- 
‘ cide. Sujppofe, for illuftration’ fake, we fix upon the 
‘ Englifh w'ord to move: now in order *to know that 

* this is a t^enerie term I need only obferve , Thatpre- 
‘ pofitions of various and even contrary influence and 
‘ tendency may be conftftently conneaed with it; as to 
‘ move /«, with-) by-) from, to. Fora thing maybe 
‘ moved from as well as to or towards another. But 
‘let any other word which is on]y a fpecies of the ge- 

* nus to move be adopted—its jpecfic nature is eafily 
‘ difeovered by the ufe of prepofitions f-* 

'• Vol. II. 2,113. t Vol. II. 54 > 55 - 
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Before 1 animadvert on this particular, candour de¬ 
mands that I fliould make an acknowledofmcnt ofhav- 

O 

ing, on a certain ocCafioii, exprefl'ed myfelf inadver¬ 
tently. The paflagc to which I refer, in the Second 
Edition of Padobaptifm Examined^ is as foHows. 
‘ 'I'liat many tyrants and fools have given laws to fe- 
‘ cular kingdoms, and have even prefumed to legifliite 
‘ for Jefus Chrift himfelf, is a fadt; that fome of their 
‘ laws have been marked with tyrannical fubtilty, and 
‘ others with Egregious folly, is alfo a fad; but that any 
‘ of th 5 m ever were fo crafty, as to contrive a law 
‘ which, by a fingle enaSting term, equally required 
‘ three different ads of obedieneb f^nd yet were fo 
‘ complaifant as to feel themfclves pei fedly fatisfied 
‘ with having any oni*of thofe adfs performed, I do 
‘ not believe Here, I frankly acknowledge. Dr. W. 
has convided me of a miftake, and I ftaad reproved. 
Inllead of, ‘ a fingle enading ternt, ’ 1 fhould have faid, 
a fingle SPECIFIC- term-, and then bis cen- 
fiire t would have been prevented, or at Icafc, render¬ 
ed entirely impertinent. But vhetherour author him- 
fclf, .in what he fays relative to generic and fpecific 
terms be abfolutely free from all miftake, the following 
confidcrations pei haps may ftiow. 

The language of Dr. Campbell is, I think, di- 
redly in p<4int, and much in our fivouis ‘ If the fa 
‘ cred Jienmen wrote to be underftood, they muft havi 

* employed their words and phrafes in conformity to tE 
‘ current ufage of thofe for whom they Wrote —Then 

* is a great diff^ence between the mention of an] 

* thing as a duty, efpecially of that confequcnce, tha 
‘ the promifes or tlmcats-of religion depend on the per 
.* fortnance or the negled of it; and the bare tecordinj 
‘ of an event as fa£l. In the former, the words ough 

* Vol. I. p. 133. t Vol. II. J77—380. 
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‘ to he as special as pofftbUt that there may be no 

* miftake in fehe application of the promife, no pretence 
‘ for faying that more is exadled than was exprefled in 
‘ the condition. But in relating fe< 3 :s, it is often a 

* matter of indifference, whether the terms be general 
*or fpecial Let my opponent difprove the propri¬ 
ety and the truth of thefe pofitions, if he can. 

That the conftant ufe of the prepofition tv or rif, in 
connedfion with (v/hen any prepofition is 

employed by the facred penmen) is dircdfly againft 
our author, has already appeared; and though it be 
granted, that the verb to move is a generic term, yet 
that his rple 'fof’dilfinguifliing generic from fpecific 
terms is not perfedfly accurate, muft 1 think be admi- 
ted. For, 1 fuppofe, he will not deny that the words r««, 
tvali,fu;im, leap, hop, and creep, are fo many '•fpecies 
‘ ofthegenustomow.’ Yet a manmayr««, walk, hop,ot 
fwim\ and an infedt may leap or creep, ‘ i n, with, by, 

‘ FROM, TO as well as ‘ advance,proceed, withdraw, 

* recede.’ His application, therefore, of this rule to the 
word under confideration is impertinent.—That the 
words immerfe, plunge, dip, are fpccific terms, our au¬ 
thor admits; and that thofe exprefllons anfwer to the 
radical, primary, and moft obvious meaning of the 
word baptize, the moft learned Paedbbaptifts in gene¬ 
ral have aflerted -f. Confequently, they have taught, 
us to conclude, in oppofition to Dr. W., that 

is a fpecific term. 

To the numerous quotations produced from emi¬ 
nent Pjedobaptifts, in my Padabaptifm Examined^ 
which naturally infer the conclufion juft mentioned^ 
I will add one ftill more exprefs from Dr. Campbell. 
His tranfllttion of Mark the feventh, third and fourth> 

• Four GofieU, Vol. I. Diflertat. VI. Part ii. § 20. Part iii. 

} 8, t See Feedobap. Exam. Vol. I. Chap. ii. 
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and part of his Note on the place, arc aS' follow. ‘ T’A/ 
‘ Phartfees^and indeed all the obferving the tra- 

‘ dition of the elders., eat not until they have luajhed their 
‘ hands, by pouring a littk water upon them-,—and if they 
‘ become from the market, by dipping them. For illuf- 
‘ trating this paflage let it be obferved, that the two 
‘ verbs render ed xvajh in the Englifli^Tranflation are 
‘ different in the origiiwl. The firft is pro- 

‘ perly tranflated wajl ); the feconJ is ^xomouvron, 
‘ which limits us to a particular mode of 
‘ wajhing ; for denotes to plunge, to dip~^ 

“ B*rrTi^£(r6ai,” fays that excellent critic [Wets- 

* TEZN]“eft manus zc\vtximmrgere,titTrrc(r^xt manibus 
" afFunderc.’’ This is more ei'peciaiiy fheifnport, when 
‘ the words are, as here, oppofed to each other. Other- 

* wife vtirrctv, like the geheral word to wajh in Eng- 
‘ lilb, may be ufed for ^xirri^ai/, to dip, becaufe the 
‘ genus comprehends the fpecies; but not converfely 
‘ paoTTt^tiu for yiorniut the fpecies for the genus.’— 
Now that this is dirciftly in oppofition to Dr. W., 
and exprefsly in our favour, none can doubt; nor 
will any one, acquainted witit the literary charadter of 
Principal Campbell, confider him as a Icfs capable 
judge, in matters of this kind, than my opponenfe It 
fhould alfo be remembered, that as he is one of the 
moft competent, fo he is an unexceptionable witnefs; be¬ 
caufe it is evidiint, that the teftimony he bears is in- 
confiftent with the pradfice of his own communion. 

'I'he fame learned tranflator and ingenious critic 
manifeftly confiders kouw as a fpecife term, though 
my opponent may probably look upon it as more lia¬ 
ble to objedlion, in that refpedl, than the word 
Thus, however. Dr. Campbell :‘There 
‘ are two words which occur in the New Tcftament 
‘ in the fenfeof wajhing •, yet they are not fynonimous, 

‘ though 
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* though we have not terms which corrcfpond foexaft- 
‘ ly as to mark the diftimSlion between them. 'I'he 
‘ words are n-n-Tiiv and Aovsiv. The former, ynrruu, 

‘ or rather ii-rrrt<r^oti (for thi middle voice is more 
‘ ufed) denotes to wafh or bathe a part only of the 
‘ body; the latter, Xovriv, is to waih or bathe the 
‘ whole body. This difference, if I miftake not, is uni- 
‘ verfally obferved in tlie New Tcftament. Thus 
‘ Matt. vi. 17-TO TTfOCUTrov (ov xv. 2. ou vnrrov- 

‘ Tccj Tflsf fatf C6UTWV. And in this Gofpel [accord- 
‘ ing to John] the diftimSfion is exprefsly marked 
‘ Chapter xiii. 10. S XeMvjxeioi ov f^ei n rovf 

‘ treiott i'f4'a(rS«i, aAA’ £,-1 xaSapot IXof; where the^ 
.* participle '"ftfcvfj.ivof is ufed of him whofe whole 
‘ body is walhed ; and the verb mJ/«(r0»» is joined with 
‘ Tout TTooVr. I'hat the verb Aoueiv is commonly ufed 
‘ in the manner mentioned, fee Adfs ix’. 37. Heb. x. 

‘ 22. 2 Pet. ii. 22. Rev. i. 5. In all which, whether 

‘ the words be uled literally or metaphorically, the coni- 
‘ plete cleanfingof thebody or perfon is meant. Thereis 
‘ only one paffage about which there can be any doubt. It 
‘ is AtSs xvi. 33. where thejailor, upon his converfion 
‘ by Paul and Silas,prifoners committed to his ctiftodjs 
‘ is f'id in the Engliflt Tranflation to have wajhed their 
‘■Jlripes, The verb is eXova-cn- But let it be obferv- 
‘ ed, tliat this is not an accurate verfion of the Greek 
‘ phrafe £Xou(r£v utto twv Tr>.ryMv,''''hich in my o- 
‘ pinion implies bathing the whole body, for the fake 
* both of clcanling their woynds, and adminiftering 
‘ fome relief to their perfons. The accufative of the 
‘ adfive verb sXovvfvis evidently fas e’a'ja.aarac underftood. 
‘ The full expreflion is tXo'iire rx (na^j-arx aurwv xtto 
‘ rm irMym. The fame diftindtion between the 
‘ words is well obferved in the Septuagii\t. The word 
‘ 'iteajb in Euglifh, when ufed as a neuter verb, with- 

‘ out 



Chap. V.] Baptize, end Baptism. 283 
' out a regimen, is commonly, if not always, under- 
‘ flood to relate to the whole body 

My opponent, with great parade, pleads the authori¬ 
ty of Dr, Samuel JohStson againft us, as if it were 
of Itfelf decillvc. The Dodlor, in his Dictionary, fays; 
‘ To baptize, is to chrijlen ; to adminifter the facra- 
‘ ment of baptifm to one. Baptlfm ;*an external ab- 
‘ lution of the body, with a certain form of words.’— 
I'his quotation is introduced and recommended by our 
author, in the following pompous manner. ‘ Dr. S. 
‘ Johnson, as every one knows, cuts no mean figure 
‘ in the annals of Englifh literature, and Itands emi- 
‘ ncntly confpicuous as a lexicographer; one would ex- 
‘ peCt, therefore, he could not fundamentally and ef~ 
'•fentlally miftake as to the primary acceptation of a 
‘ word, than which hardl/ any his famous Dictionary 
‘ contains had been more controverted. And yet this 
‘ celebrated author has aCtually erred in that manner, if 
‘ our opponents are in the right, fie confiders the 
‘ word baptifm, and we believe with great propriety, 
‘ not as confined to any one fpecific aCtion, as to fprin- 
‘ kle, to dip, or the like; but as a term of latitude, ac- 
‘ cording to its biblical and facramental ufe—Now, if 
‘ our martyrs and divines were miftaken, in darker or 
‘ more improved ages, muft we pronounce Johnson, 
‘ fo much the honor of a nation enlightened with fei- 
‘ence: JOHl^SON, with regard to philelogy, his 
‘ favourite branch; and with regard to a term fo long 
‘ and fiercely controverted ; muft we pronounce HIM 
‘ in this affair (whatever he was infome others)—“A 
“being darkly wife^nd rudely great f?”—Dr. W. 
fpeaks of Mr. B.’s ‘ boajled concelTtons J’ produced 
from Paedobaptifts ; but,lurely, I never boalled of them 
at this rate ! 

* .Ys/tf on Joh. ix. 7. f Vol. IL jSj, jSj. + Vol. II. 131- 

Our 



284 Meaning tf the Words [Chap. V. 

Our author, as will be feen in the following pages, 
when hanJling another branch of the fubjefl, ‘ plants 
‘ a cannon.^ which makes moft frightful work with us; 
an..! it fhoulJ feem as if he confidered Johnson’s de¬ 
finition of the term baptize., in the light of a mortar, 
that will by one difeharge demoliih our caufe, with 
regard to the nfiode of adminiftration. He is indeed 
fo ‘ enamoured’ with this formidable piece of Johnlb- 
nian artillery, that did he not confider Infant fprink- 
ling as requiring every fupport which can be procured, 
there would be no reafon to wonder,’were he ‘ tempt- 
‘ ed’ to difeard fome of thofe topics on which he ar¬ 
gues againftjis.—Suchis the fiiperlative pleafure v/hich 
my oj^pohent feels on the prefent occafion; exclaim¬ 
ing, with Archimedes, in a tranfport of joy, I have 
found it! 1 have found it ! that, were it not for what 
I confider as the interefts of truth and of duty, I would 
not fay a word to abate his high exultation. But, all 
things confidered, the following remarks may not be 
improper. 

Dr. W. feems to forget, that the celebrated work 
of Johnson is not a Greek Lexicon, but an Englijh 
DiSfionary ; and that the author’s bufinefs was, not to 
fhow‘how the words baptize and baptifm are ufed in 
Greek writers, but what are the ideas generally an¬ 
nexed to them in our Englijh daffies. Now fupiwjtng, 
in this view, Dr. Johnson’s definitibn were ever fo 
juft, it would be no proof of our author’s point. Be- 
caufe, as Df.‘ G. Campbell truly obferves, ‘ There 
‘ has come a gradual change on the meaning of many 
‘ words, confequent on the changes which have been 
‘ gradually introduced into the church, in reirgious ce- 
‘ remonies, modes of government, and formularies of 
‘ dodrine— Old names are given to things compara- 
* tivcly Slew, which have, by infenfible degrees, arifen 

‘ out 
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* out of the old, and have at laft fupplanted them *.* 
Never, perhaps, was this obfervation more clearly 
verified, than in the prefent inftance.—The word 
bijhop is defined by JofiNsoN, ‘ One of the head 
‘ order of the clergy.’ N ow, docs our author allow 
this to be a proper definition of the fcriptural tenn 
tTrio-xsTTOf, from which the word bij'hofyfz^ derived f? 
But, perhaps, the definition may fuit his notion of a 
National church under Congregational government.— 
It feehns a little furprifing that a Proteftant Diflenter 
(hould’be fo delighted with finding any one explain the 
term baptize, by the word chriften : for our Noncon- 
formift Brethren have not ufually been very fond of 
that expreffioii.—To preferve Dr. W. from Being any 
longer ‘ difproportionately enamoured’ with John¬ 
son’s authority, in reference to this affair, and a little 
to abate his triumph ; I will produce a fhort anecdote, 
which is given us by Mr. Boswell, and is as follows. 
‘ He [Dr. Johnson] argued in defence of fome of the 

* peculiar tenets of the Church of Rome. As to giv- 
‘ ing the bread only to the laity, he faid, “ They may 
“ think that, in what is merely ritual, deviations from 
“ the primitive mode may be admitted, on the ground 
“ of convenience; and / think they are as well avar~ 
“ ranted to make this alteration, as we are to fuhjlitvte 
“ SPRINKLING in the room of the ancient bap- 
“ TISM J.”—^litawhat is merely ritual. Then he con- 
fidered faaptifip and the Lord’s fupper, as merely pofi- 
tive inftitutions.— In the room of the ancient baptifm. 
Then he did not admit fprinkling to be the appoint¬ 
ment of Chrift.— As hjell warranted to give the bread 
only to the laity. Then, in his view, fprinkling is not 
defenfible, except on Popip principles. Let the reader 

• Four Gojpeh. Preface, p. xii. i" Sec Dr. W a.tts Lcgick, 
Parti. Chap, iv. ScA. i. + LlfeofJobn/on,Vo\. II.p. 4' 9 ’ 

now 
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rcfleiSl on the preceding panegyric pronounced 
upon Dr. Johnson; and then conilder, whether in 
each of thefe particulars he be not plump againJP my 
opponent. 

Mr. Boswell’s anecdote of Dr. Johnson reminds 
me of an obfervation made by an ingenious lady, with 
whom the Do( 9 ;or had an intimate acquaintance. Mrs. 
Piozzi, in her Obfervations in a Journey through 
Italy, fays : ‘The baptifterio is another ftrudture clofe 
‘ to the church, [the Duomo, or Cathedral at Florence] 

* and of furprifmg beauty—The font has not been ufed 
‘ fince the days when immerfion in baptifm was deem- 

* ed necefTary to falvation: a ceremony ftill confidercd 
‘ by the Greek Church as indifpenfable—The Roman- 
‘ ills—dropped the immerfion at baptifin, of them- 
‘ felves, and in fo warm a - climate [as that of Italy] 

‘ too !—Very ftrange it is to think, that while other 
‘ innovations have been refifted even to death, fcarce» 
‘ ly any among'the many fedls we have been divided 
‘ into, retain the original form in that ceremony fo 

* emphatically called Chrijiening 

Though I do not recollcil a fingle inftance pro¬ 
duced by our author, from the Greek claffics, from 
the ^.eptuagint Verfion, or from the New Teftanrent, 
whence it appears that the word (3«7rTi^w ever figni- 
fies to pour, or to fprinkle-, yet had he proved beyond 
all difpute that it muft on certain occafions be under- 
ilood in the one and the other of thofe acceptations, it 
would not have evinced that the term is generic. For 
he acknowledge!^, what muft 'indeed be admitted by 
all, that the Englilh expreffion^^/?^ (to which I may 
add, bathe) is afpecific term; and yet I have produced 
paflages from our Englifh dallies in which thofe 
words are fo ufed as to convey the idea of bedewing 

• Vol. I. p. 312, 313. 
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aiid of fprinkling, rather than that of immerfing and of 
wajhing the whole body *. Nay, my opponent him- 
feif has ufed the term bathed in the fame lax accepta¬ 
tion. For, fpeaking of th»xrucified Redeemer, he tells 
us, that our Lord’s ‘ body was bathed in its own 
‘ blwxl f.’ He might,therefore, on equal grounds in- 
fift, that the verbs, dip and bathe, ar* generic terms. 
Of this, however, and of fimilar inftances produced 
for the fame purpofe, he was not inclined to take the 
leaft notice in his boafted ‘ full reply.’ 

Were it granted that the word under confideration 
is frequently ufed by Greek dailies, and by the facred 
Writers, in a general fenfc, it would not necelTarily 
follow, as my opponent fuppofes, that k*i:;-^n,thc bap- 
tifmal ftatute a. generic term. For the word tr-y^Xna-tcc, 
«jroroAof, J'lftxoK)?, tvayys^tov, fUdeyyrAirt)?, and £-/ri(r. 
xoTTOci arc ail, if I miftake not, generic terms j and 
yet, in the affairs of Chriftianity, they are generally 
ufed by the penmen of the New 'reftament in a fpeci- 
f,c fenfe.—Nay, in the law of the facred fupper, the 
word apTofj bread, which is moft commonly ufed by 
infpired writers as a generic term, is evidently employed 
in reftrided meaning, to denote baked farinaceous food j 
and therefore has a fpecific fenfe. Give us this day our 
daily breab.^^w took bread, and blejfed it, andurake 
it, and gave it to the difciples, and fold. Take, eat ; this is 
tny body J, Confequently, were this argument qf my op¬ 
ponent conclufn^e, it would have jiiftified the conduct 
of the Artotyiietes, who, as Epiphanius informs us §, 
inftead of bread only, in a fpecific fenfe, ufed bread 
and cheefe at the holy table.—Should it be objeSed, 
The word brake pl^nly fhow.s, that bread only—. 

* 'eeo Padohaf. F.xam.''da\. I. p izi —115 j V<jl. I. to;. 

* Matt vi xxvi. zb. Mark xiv 22. I.iik. xxii. 19. i C(.t. 
xi. 23, 24. § Haeief. xxix, Tom. 1 . b. ii. p. Colon. 

bread, 
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bread, in a'proper and fpecific fenfe, was ufed by our 
Lord when appointing the facred fupper; it may be re¬ 
plied, True; but not more plainly than going down 
into the water, and coming up out of the water, (how 
that immerfion was pra< 5 lifed by apoftolic adminiftra- 
tors.—I may add, on the principle of this argument 
thofe two terms'which conftitute the Title of my op¬ 
ponent’s Book, may both of them be confidered as 
conveying no idea pointedly againft us, more than a- 
gainft thoufands of others, Whofe religious praSice is 
fer from being the fubjedl: of his particular animadver- 
fion. For, as to the word Antipisdobaptifm, it applies 
to thofe Chriftian profelTors called Qiiakers, as well 
as to us : 1 aii 3 as to the term Examined, being evident¬ 
ly generic, it does not exprefs whether he grope with 
his hands, or pore with his 'eyes; whether he merely 
interrogate, or whether he enter into a logical difeuf- 
fion. So, when he fays in his Adotto, 7 alfo will Jhow 
my opinion ; the term Jlooxu is generic; nor does it in¬ 
form us, whether he will exhibit his opinion to view, 
orally, by manufeript, or from the prefs. Yet there i* 
no doubt but he ufed each of thefe words in a fpecific 
fenfe, and with a fpecial reference to our pra< 9 :icc.— 
Thefe particulars may ferve to evince the futility of 
Dr. W.’s aflertions and reafonings on this topic. 

Our author, however, produces a long lift of 
learned Writers in order to prove, ‘ that baptize and 

* baptifm, at leaft when facramentally tiled, are gene- 

* ric terms • on his quotations from whom 1 muft 
now make a few remarks. In general, then, it may 
be obferved. That all his quotations are the language 
of literary charaifters who profefledly approved and 
praftifed pouring or fprinkling. It is no wonder, 
therefore, if none of them reprefent the word bap- 

, Vol. II. 86. 
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tifm^ as being ftri^y fpeaking a J^ecifie terni} fig- 
nifying nothing fliort of dipping,-or imtnerfidn:. 
becaulfe they could not do lb, without expreftly con- 
demning.their own pftftice as invalid. If the author* 
produced had been uninterefled in this dilpute^ as the 
Quakers are, his quotations would have had great 
weight: but, coming from Paedofcaptifts, they are 
to be confidered only as attempts to vindicate their 
ewn conduct. Confequently, though we acknowledge 
them to be learned charadlers, we cannot, in his own 
phrafe, admit •them as ‘ unexceptionable witnclTes j* 
becaufe, in many of thofe particulars produced by 
him, they evidently defigned to fiipport their own 
practice. Their teflimonies, therefore^ can have no 
more weight with us, in favour of the generic ac¬ 
ceptation of the term bepticce ; ■ than an equal number 
of quotations from our Baptift authors, to prove the 
fpecific /enfe of the fame word, would have had 
with him. But what, as already obfervcd/ would 
my opponent, and the generality of Padobaptifts, 
have faid, had I produced for that purpofe a long lift 
of teflimonies from Tombe s, Du V eil, GALK,(^t£, 
tlie Steknetts, and others of the fameperfuafionre- 
fjiecting this affair ? Would not my conduct have 
been charged with puerility and egregious trifling? 
Nay, many of‘thofe authors whrjm" Dr. W. haS 
quoted have .aflerted fuch things, and 'made fuch 
conceflions, refpedting the meaning of the word bap- 
tizey the defigii of the ordinance, and the primitive 
practice, as are by n’eccflary confeqiience inimical to 
pouring and fprinkling: of which the reader may fee 
ample evidence, by cohfulting Pabibaptifm Examin¬ 
ed*. 


' S<c Vol. I. Chap, ii, iii, iv, vi, vii, 
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,Va4(^^ fwticulars in die teftimonies produced by 
hjro^are fc^cely confiftentwith fome ofhis own affer- 
^qas and reafonings. Forinftance; Turrettins 
&ys, * ALnoft every thing is V(ont to be dipped and 

* tingedy as our author tranflates, ‘ that it may be wajh~ 

* ed.’ Dr. Owen : ‘ The original and natural fig- 

« nification of [jhc word is to dip, to 

‘ PtUNGE, to dye^ to wajh^ to cleanfe.' Beza : ‘ Bajr- 
‘ fignifics tingere^ to dye^ or ftain^ feeing it comes 

* immediately fo n (itnrrm > and— tingenda, the things 
to be dyed or Jlainedire DIPPED.’ Xilenus : ‘ Im- 

e merfion might have been more cujlomary than afper- 

* fion, efpecially in Judea and other warm countries_ 

•Baptifia, if*wc-regaid the etymology of the word, 
ffignifies IMMERSION, and alfo afperfion, — and, by 
^cor^equencci waiting.’ Fr,id. Spanhemius, F. 

* The form of baptifm in ufe (Cent, 11.) was immerfm' 
Ursinus : ‘ The word haptifm fignifieth fdipping in 

* watfr, or fprinkling with water. Thofe of the Fall 

* church were dipped their whole body in vrater; 

* thofe of theNorth, in colder countries,are only fprink- 
t led with water.’ Lactantius : ‘ When Jefus was 

' * grown up, he was baptized (tinlius ejl) hy the pro- 
.* phet John in the river Jordan.’ Wilson : ‘ Bap~ 

* tifm i dipping into water, or Valhing with water-— 

‘ To haptiztyto dip into water.’ Pictetus: ‘ The 

* Mufcovites err, who teach that immerfion is of the 

* ESSENCE of baptifm ; and thofe GreeKs who, in the 
‘ Council of Florence, called the Latins unbaptized, 

/ were delirious.’ Chamier, as quoted by Law> 

rence, is produced from Leigh, faying.; ‘ That 

* immer/tm exprefleth die force t»u (3enrr$^ti». To 

* which ’ my opponent fays ‘ Mr. Leigh replies; I can 

* find nothing at all in Chamier fevouring your o- 

' pinion 
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* pinion of immerfiott ButJ in jtift^iicafion of Mr. 
Lawrence, and in anfwer to Mr. Leigh, it maybe 
fiid, that the learned lexicographer might have found 
the following words in ChamiEr i and whether they 
be in favour of our pradtice let the learned judge. ‘ Cx- 
< terum in ufu elementi ab initio immersionem 
‘ FuissE TOTius CORPORIS: quac 

‘ unde Joannes baptizabat in Jlimine: deinde tametl 
‘ mutatam in afperfionem ; incertum quando: aut unde 
‘ fadto initio: nifi quod videntur tria millia uno die a 
‘ paucis Apnfto'is non potuifle baptizari, li flnguU 
‘ merfi fuiflcnt: nec vt '6 carcerario intra carcerem 
‘ fuifl*e ad manum tantum aquae, quantum mergendo 
‘ opus erat f.’-—He elfewhere quoterDiT Guyse as 
thus exprelling himfelf: is not reftrained to 

‘ dippingy as its primitive ,(|3axT !<)) is f-’ anJ fpeaking 
of a Chaldaic term, he produces the learned FULtSR 
faying; ‘ The word among the Syrians, primarily and 

* properly fignifies that Isf either immrgtre 

‘ or tingercy \,^oplunge or to dye-,"] and becaufe what 
‘ is ftained with any colour is made fuch immergtnda 
‘ live tingende [by plunging or dipphtg,] hence alfo it 
‘denotes colorare [to colour■y'l jud as |3»irTU» and 
‘ tingere among the Greeks and Latins, compri^ both 
‘ meanings §.’ 

When endeavouring to fettle the .^nificationi of 
the Latin word tingo in his own favour. Dr.'W;,^jy8j 
‘ Mr. B .—never failsy that I regoUei^ to render iti 
‘ when found in his Psedobaptift quotations, to dip jj,* 
With this he does not appear to be quite fatisfM. 
But though I am not convijccd that by fo doing the 
word was miftranflattvi, or that I had annexed a Itnfe 

" Vol, II. Rq. go, gi, 97, 98, too, to?, ,o«, ,0*, tot), 1 il, 
113. f Panjhat. Tom. V. L. V Cap. ii. § 6. p. 140. 
: Vol. II. 17,. § VU. n. 66. jl Vol. II, j,. 
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to it not intended by the authors concerned} yet, hadhe 
confulted the Second Edition of P^dobaptifm Examin- 
tdy as he ought to have done, he would have perceived 
little reafon for this remark.—It^may be jultly queried, 
however, whether, in his tranflation of certain quota- 
^.tions from Latin authors, the mere Englifli reader be 
fairly treated, with regard to that very word} and, in¬ 
deed, whether he have not, in fome inftances, by the 
very extraordinary ufe of terras, reprefented his au¬ 
thors as talking nonfenfe ? The following fpecimen is 
laid before the reader. Turrettinus: ‘ Alinoft 
‘everything is wont to be dipped and tinged that it 

* may be washed.’ Pasor : ‘ to dip, to 

‘imbue, to jnfect.’ Walaeus and Michjelis: 

* Boswtw arid (3«wt»^W5 %nify, properly, to tinge 
‘ and to wash.’ Chemnitz : The water may be 
applied ‘ by dipping, tinging^ pouring, or fprinkling—. 
‘by dipping, r/ng/«^, perfufion, or afperfion.’ Pic- 
TETUS : ‘Bccirriiv is to tinge and to imbue’ CoN- 
FESsio ET Expositio P'idei Christianje: 

‘ John firft baptized, qui Chriftum aqua in Jordane 

* tinxit, who tinged, i. e. baptized, Chrift with 
‘water in Jordan.’ Dr. Pococke; ‘The v/oid bap- 
‘ tifm does not neceflarily denote an immerfion of the 
‘ wholv body in water, even when ufed to exprefs 

* {Tebilah) the more folemn degree of wafhing; fince 

‘ itisfpokenofhim whoflK/J' intinges fy^nhis hand*.’ 
He elfewhere tells us ‘ the feet [of the Ifraelites] are 
‘ faid to be tinged at the brim tit jutpec) 

‘of overflowing Jordanf.’ Yes, juft as my oppo¬ 
nent, when he Iprinkles an infant, tinges his fingers. 

Now, reader, what, think you Of this ? Is not the 
ftylfi of my opponent infeSled by a violent itch of no¬ 
velty, and has he not given it a deep tinge of impropri- 
• Vol. II. 89, 93, 95, 96, 97, 99, no, III. t Vol. II. 57. 
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cty? Johnson, in his EngUJh Diilionary^ tells us,' 
that to mfeitf is ‘ To aft upon by contagien } to affeft 
‘ with communicated iqualittes; to hurt by contagion; 

‘ to taint; topoifon; to pollute; to fill with fomething 
‘ hurtfiilly contagious.’ To tinge, he informs u-s, is 
‘ to impregnate or imbue with a ru/yrr or tafte.’ Nay, 
my opponent himfelf ufes the words dye and tinge as 
equivalent. For, when tranflating a fhort extract or 
two from Beza, his language is; ‘To baptize figni- 
‘ fies to dye or tinge —^Nor indeed does fjg- 

‘ nify to ivajh, except by confequcnce: for, properly, 

* it fignifies to immerfe for the fake of dyeing, or ting- 
‘ ing As to his new term, intinge, it'^ieems to be 
a perfeft ftranger to our language.—But never, fure- 
ly, did any of thofe learned authors quoted by Dr. W., 
dream of telling the worldthat either j 3 *ffTi§jlbr| 3 »»rT» 
fignifies to dip, and to afl upon by contagion, to poifirt, 
or to pollute: nor yet, that ‘ almoft every thing is im~ 

‘ bued with a colour that it may be vjajhed ;* as if 
hardly any thing were cleanfed, except by the afl: of 
dyeing ! Little did the learned compilers of the Con- 
fejjio Fidei Chriftiants imagine that they Ihould ever be 
reprefented as aflerting; That John, with water, gave 
our Lord a colour in Jordan. Yet fo it is! How much 
more properly, and agreeably to the intention of thofe 
compilers, does an old Paedobaptift tranflator render 
the palfage thus ? ‘ Baptifm was inftituted, and con- 

‘ fecrated by God; and the firft that baptized was 
‘■John, who DIPPED Chrijl in the water, in Jordan 
Again: Part of the twenty-firft Article of Helvetica 
Confejfw is thus tranflated; ‘Baptifm, according to the 
‘ inftitution of the Lord, .is the font of regeneration—* 

* inwhich holy font we do therefore dip (tingimus) our 


• 'Vol. If. *7, 28. 
p. 395.Camb. 1586. 


f Harmony of ConfeJJions, Scdl. XIII. 
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* in&nts Dr. W., to avoid that very dif^reeable 

term dipt being aware diat the verb to dye^ would 

not fuit his purpofe} adopts tl\e words Ungty intingty 
and infe ^: which expreffions are ufed by him in a 
manner fo uncommon, that if I miftakc not, he has no 
precedent for it in any author of reputation.^ I may 
venture an appeal to perfons of learning and of obfcr- 
vation, Whether his ufing tingcj iniinget infeSlj in 
the manner he does, be not more fuitable to the cha- 
ra^er of a fchool-boy-t in his firft attempts to tranflate; 
than to that of an Aeademical Tutort or of a Do£for in 
Divinity ? Whether, in his own juftification, he wHl 
here appeal 40 the etymological fenfe, or to any fuppof- 
ed Lgal and ceremonial fenfe of the terms in queftion, 
is not for me to fay: but I do not think he can have 
recourteo common fenfe; becaufe that, in the prefent 
cafe, muft give its tcftimony againft him. 

Once more; Though the learned Paedobaptift au¬ 
thors whom Dr. W. quotes, agree with him in main¬ 
taining the lawfulnels of pouring, or of fprinkling; 
and though he produced their teftimonies profefledly 
in vindication of that opinion; yet, as to fome of 
them, there is reafon to complain of h\s partially re- 
prefenting their views of the fubje£l, even in thofe 
very paragraphs whence the quotations are made. 
Thus, for inftance, he quotes and tranflates Tur- 
RETTINUS : ‘ The term baptifm is of Greek origin, 

* deduced from the word (San-Tw, which i^ to tinge and 

^ imbue \ to dye and to i/nmerfe-^But be- 

caufe almoft every thing is wont to be dipped and 

* TINGED that it may he WASHifD, and they who are 

* immerfed are wont to be cleanfedi hence‘it comes 
‘ to pafs,’ and fo on f- The following is the original, 

• Mem, p. 397. Corpus Corfefs. FiJii,p. 70. Genev. 1654. 

-f- Vol. il. S9. 
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and the words included in hooks are thofe which Dr. 
W. has omitted. ‘ Baptifmus vox eft origine Gr«- 
‘ ca, quae a verbo j 3 «irTW deducitur, quod eft tingere^ 

‘ et imbuere; /SaTTi^iuf, intingere et mrnergere. [PiUT. 

‘ Superjiit. Bair t trap at tif S'aXxa'irafj MERGE 
‘ mare. Et in Thesei recltat vcrficulum 
‘ Sibylliede Athenis, qui optius corApetit ecclefias. 

A(rxcc jSaTTTi^r) S'jtxt Si ret ou’ »fi. 

‘ Mergeris uter aquis,fednon submergeris unquam. 

‘ Hiiic plus eft quam iir»7roX«^iiv, quod eft levittr 
‘ innatdrey et minus quam Suntv, quoJ eft pefluni ire, 

‘ id eft, ad exitium fundum petere.] Quia verb fere a- 
‘ liquid mergi et tingi folet, ut.lavetur, et qui immcr- 
‘ guntur folent ablui; hinc fiidlum,’ Ft ca^ra. 

Thus Limborch is quoted: ‘It may be alked, 

‘ whether immerfion bt* fo necefl'ary, as that there is 
‘ no baptifin without it ? Anfiv. It does not fjtin lb 
‘ be fo neceflary.’ Here our author omits the follow¬ 
ing words; ‘ For fince baptifm Is only an external 
‘ rite, reprefenting an internal and fpiritual a£lion, 

‘ only fuch an adl is fuihcient as fully reprefcnts to us 

* the inftitution of baptifm. Upon great and emer- 
‘ GENT occafions, then, fame allowances ought to be 
‘ made; efpccially in cold countries, and ijj cafe of 
‘ Infant baptifin *; fince their tender bodies would 
‘ foon receive damage by being dipped into cold water. 

‘ This is TH^ reafon why fprinkling is it prefent fo 
‘ cuftomary in our Weftern climates: and though it 
‘ deviates i little from the primitive injlitution of dip- 
‘ praiftifed in hot countries, yet baptifm is duly 

• 

• The original reads thus : ‘ Ob graves itaque ratiores qiuv:- 

• JOmie immutatio quaedam adhiberi p ilTe vidch/r ; pra;fertim in 
< regioniUusfrigidis etfeptentrionalibus ;etquidem maxiine, post- 
‘ qUAM infantiam baptifmus in uju f[fe ccepit.’ L. V. Cap. 
Ixvii. § 13. Amftc!. 1700. Let the learned judge, whether 
Air. Jones have here done jullice to his author. 

O 4 ‘ admin- 
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* adminiftred by fprinkling only*.’ Nay, in bis very 
definition oi the haptifmal inftitute, only two pages 
before, his language is ; ‘Baptifm is that rite or ccre- 

* mony of the New Covenantf whereby the faithful 

* by IMMERSION into water, as by’— and foon. 

In another place he thus quotes the Monthly 
JR.EVIEWERS: ‘ \Ve cannot wholly fubferibe to this 

* opinion; “ [i. e. that there muft be an immerfion 

* to conftitute baptifm, whether that inunerfion be to- 
“ tal or partial;] ” though we acknowledge there are 

* many authorities to fupport it among the andents. 

* The word baptize doth certainly fignify immerfion, 
‘ abfoiute and total immerfion, in Josephus f, and 

* other Greek writers. But this word is in fome de- 

* gree equivocal; and there are fome eminent Greek 

* fcholars who have aflerted that immerfion is not ne- 
*cejfarily included in baptifin.’ Here our author flops: 
but the Reviewer immediately proceeds as follows. 
‘ The examples pioduced, however, do not exadlly 
‘ ferve the caufe of thofe who think that a few drops of 

* water'Iprinkled on the forehead of a child, conflitute 
‘ the eflence of baptifm. In the Septuagint it is feid, 

* that Nebuchadnezzar was baptized with the_ dew of 
‘ heaven', and in a poem attributed to Homer (call- 

* ed) ite Battle of the Frogs and Mice, it is faid, that 

* a take was baptized with the blood of a wounded com- 

* batant (EP«wTfTo i' ztfAOtrt XtfAort Tro^pvfsa.) A 

* queftion hath arifen, in what fenle the word baptize 

* can be ufed in this paflage. Doth it fignify immer- 

properly fo called? Certainly not: neither can 

* it fignify a partial (prinkling. A body wholly fur- 

* rounded with a mifl; wholly made humid with dew; 

Vol. 11 . SS.Limborch’s Sy/em ofDiv. IJ. II. Chap. xxii. 
Sei£t. ii. Jones’s Tranflat. t See References to pafrajjes (Hud¬ 
son’s Edit.) in FeeJobaf. Exam. VeJ. l.p. 53. Naie. 

‘or 
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* or a piece of water fo tinged v«th and difcoloured by 

* Wood, that if it had been a folid body and dipped in- 

* to it, it could nothaye received a morefanguine ap- 

* pearance, is a very different thii^ from that partial 

* application which in modern times is fuppofed fuffi- 

* cicnt to conftitute full and explicit baptifm. The 

* accommodation of the word baptifm to the inftances 

* we have referred to, is not unnatural, though highly 

* metaphorical; and may be refolved into a trope or 

* figure of fpeech, in which though the primary idea 
‘ is maintained, yet the mode of expreflion is altered j 

* and the word itfelf is to be underftood rather allu- 
‘ Jively than really ; rather relativelyjhint^bfolutely. If 

* a body had been baptized or immerfed, it could not 
‘ have been more wet than Nebuchadnezzar’s; if a lake 

* had been dipped in blood, it could not have put on a 
‘ more bloody appearance.’—Such are the obfervations 
to which Dr. W. adverts, when he fays; ‘ After hav- 
‘ ing made fome critical obfervations they add thefe re- 
‘ markable words: “ We have not yet feen any thing 
“ on this fubjedl that hath thoroughly fatisfied us *'* 
The following words, which coiKlude the Article in 
the Review, ai'e however equally remarkable, though 
‘ out of tendernefs to his caufe,’ perhaps, my d[)ponent 
has not mentioned them; but left his reader to fup- 
pofe that the fuffrage of the Reviewer is.againft us. 
‘ Hitherto the Antipaedobaptifts feem to have had die 

* bejl of thq argument, on the mode of adminiftering 

* the ordinance. The mojl explicit authorities are on 
‘ their fide. Their opponents have chiefly availed thenu- 
*felves of inferen’ces, analogy, and doubtful 

* CONSTRUCTION t-’—Some of our author’s readers, 
I doubt not, will be both difgufted and furprifed to 
fee the mutilated and partial reprefentation which he 
has given of what the Reviewer faid on the fubjeft, 

* Vol. II. 366. t Vol. LXXp-396. 
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Having animadverted on my opponent for his 
manifeftly partial quotations, I muft now vindicate 
tnyfel^ refpedling a Atnilar charge. When, indeed, 
J neiiedt on the multitude of quotations produced in 
my book ; how eafy it is, through mere inadvertency, 
to mifreprefent an author; and that the following in- 
ftance is the <inly\ne with which I am diredUy charg¬ 
ed by Dr. W. ; it reminds me of an obfervation 
made, on a fimilar occafion, by Dr. Waterland. 

* I could not,’ fays he, ‘ I think, have defired a fuller 
‘ tertimony, foom an adverfary,' than this is, of my 
‘ fidelity in-tjje matter of quotations', I might almoft 
‘ lay, of c^ and exadtnefs beyond what I had ex- 
‘ pedfed —But let us hear the complaint, which is 
thus expreffed. ‘ The cafe of Novatian, from 
‘ Eusebius, is very partially reprefented by our au- 

* thor, as if the •whole fcruple, about his baptifm was 

* owing to the mode ; whereas nothing can be more 

* evident than that the hiftorian fpeaks of his baptifm 

* degradingly on feveral other accounts.’ To this re¬ 
mark he fubjoins a long quotation from an old tranf- 
iation of Eusebius, relating principally to the cha- 
ra£ter of Novatian, which does not concern the 
qucfticn before us. For that qucftion evidently is; 
Was the mere fprinkling of water on a candidate con- 
fidered, in tJjofe times,- as perfeSi baptifm ? Now re- 
lativevto tins, our author’s quotation fays; ‘ He [N o- 
‘ vatian] fed into a dangerous difeafe j and becaufe 
^ he "was very like t > die, was baptized in the bed 

where he lay, if it may I-: termed a baptifm which he 

* received; for he obtained not after his recovery that 
‘ which he foould have done according unto the canon 

* of the church, to wit, confirmation by the hands of 

* Fanbtr T)efenceef(3irijl's Divinity,^. 107. 

I * the 
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* the biihop. Infomuch then as he obtained not tbatf 
‘ how came he by the Holy.Ghoft * ?’ 

The following is^the paflage, as introduced,, and 
quoted by me. That learned and laborious enquirer 
Dr. Wall, could find no inftance of pouring, or of 
fprinkling, prior to the cafe of Novatianv which 
cafe is thus deferibed in Eusebiu%. ‘ He feu into a 
‘ grievous diftemper, and it being fuppofed that he 
‘ would die, immediately he received baptifm, being 
‘ befprinkUd with water on the bed whereon he lay, 
‘ if that can be termed baptifm.’ Thus far I quoted 
‘the Letter of Cornelius to Fabios, in Eusebius: 
to which I will now add the immediately following 
words, which are thefe: ‘ Neither [not for] when 
‘ he [Novatian] had efcaped that ficknefs, did he 
‘ afterwards receive the other things which the canon 
‘ of the church enjoineth Ihould be received: nor was 
*he fealed by the bilhop’s impofition of hands; which 
‘ if he never received, how did he receive the Holy 
‘ Spirit t?’—To the quotation from Eusebius, as it 
appears in my Padobaptifm Examined^ I added the note 
of Valesius on the paflage, which is as follows. 
‘ This word RuFiNUS very well renders 

*■ perfufust befprinkUd, For people which were lick, 
*and' baptized in their beds, could not be dipped^m 
‘ water by the prieft, but were Iprinkled with water 

* by him. This baptifm w'as thought imperfedt, and 
‘ not folermi for feveral reafons. Alfo they wdio were 
< thus baptized, were called Clinici ; and, by the 
‘ twelfth canon of the Council of Neocefarea, thefe 

* Clinici were prohibited priefehood.’—I produced the 
teftimony of Bp. Taylor alfo, which I will here 
give a little more at large. ‘ The cuftom of the an- 

• Vol. II. 176, 177, f Ecrlef. Hjfl. B. VI. Chap, xliii. 
Cambridge. 16S3. 
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* cieat churches was> not fprinkling, but immerfm, in 

* puifuance of the fenfe of the word in the command- 

* ment, and the example of our bkfled Saviour. Now 

* tiiis was of fo lacred account in their efteem, that 
‘‘tiiey did not account it lawful to receive him into 

* the clergy who bad been only fprinkled in bis bap- 
*tifm; as we Idarn from the Epiftle of Corne- 

* wus to Fabius of Antioch; It is not lawful that 

* he who was fprinkled in his bed, by reafon of ficknefsy 
< Jhould be admitted into holy orders. Nay, it went 

* further than this: they were not fure'that they were 

* rightly fhriftened, yea or no, who were only fprink- 
‘.led; ^ 3 .ppepxB in the fame Epiftle of Cornelius 

EupEBius, Arynv rev reievrev nXm^tvcei, 

f wjiiph Nicephoros thus renders, If at leaftfuch a 
*j^inkling may be called baptijm. And this was not 

* jfc^en in diminution of Novatus, and indignation 
•• bis perfon ; for it was a formal and Iblemn 

* queftion, made by Magnus to Cyprian, Whether 

* they are to be efteemed right Chrijlians, who were 
‘ only fprinkled with water, and not waflxed or dipped? 

* He [Cyprian] anfwers, that the baptilin was 
‘ good, when it was done in the cafe of necejftiy ; God 
‘ pardosiipg and necelHty compelli/fg*.'—Let the rea¬ 
der now judge, whether that ‘ competent and unex- 
‘ceptionable witnefs,’ Bp. Taylor, have not vindi¬ 
cated me from the imputation of my opponent. 

Still fuither to fupport the caufe of afperlion he 
Barneftly maintains, that the word baptize, in its New 
Teftament and legiflative ufe,means to purify ; that the 
laptifm of John was a Jewijh purification; and thatbap- 
dlin, as appointed by our Lord, is the Chrijiian purifi- 
:ation. Reipetftingthebaptifm of Johnhefays:*Itmaybe 
confidered as a finalmd general purification performed 


’* PceJabap. Evam.p. 143, 144. firft Edit. Or, Vol. I. p.i93» 
404 . fecond Edit. hubitant. B. III. Chap. iv. p, 644- 
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‘ by John as the loft pi'teji. That he difcharged his 
‘ office as a purifyingpriejl to the thouiands of Ifrael, 
‘ fee A(£ts thenineteent|j.’ He alio thus interrogates and 
replies : ‘ What was the nature of that rite of which 
‘ John was the appointed admihiftrator I anfwer, 
‘ It was a yewijh cleanfngy or ceremonial purilicati<^. 
‘ There were divers baptifms in ufe among the 
‘ Jews, [and therefore] we ought not to confider 
‘ John’s baptizations as any other than thefe 'JewiJh 

* purifications and cleanfings^ any further than we are 
‘ necelfitated to do fo from the New Teftament re- 
‘ cords—We conclude that John’s baptifm was one 
‘ of the divers baptifms [Hebrews thej[iint[i and tenth} 
‘ before mentioned*.’ He denominates Chriftian 
baptifm, ‘ the Chriftian purification —^purification by 

* water—z. ceremonial purification—and a ceremonial 
‘ purification by water f.’ 

How various and how oppofite are the views and 
the reprefentations of Dr. W., refpefting the term 
baptifm ! One while, to baptize, is to tinge that is, 
to dye., or to ftain : and we have tinge, tinge, tinge, 
till his very ftyle receives a ftrong tintture from ffie 
reiterated ufe of the word. At another tiipc, to bap¬ 
tize, is to purify ; to cleanfe from pollutionf Q)ots, 
and ftains. Is the fubje<ft of baptilm confidered as fair 
with moral.qualifications, and Jhining with relative ho- 
linefs ? to baptize, is to tinge, to fiain, to communicati 
a colour. Is the candidate uncomely, as being pol¬ 
luted with ceremonial defilement ? to baptize, is to pu^ 
rify j to cleanfe from ritual pollution, to purge out 
every ftain, and to Inake white as the virgin fnow. 
So admirably well fitted, according to our author, is 
his diftiniftion between the philological apd legal fenffi 

* Vol. 1 .11$, 116,281, 281. f Vol. I. *25. Vol. II. 24, 
i6i, 176, 227, 355. 
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of the word under confideration, to prove juft what 
you pleafe !—'I'hat my opponent fliould, with fuch 
frequency and fuch confidence, reprefent John as a 
purifying prieft, and his baptifm as a Jewi/h cleanfingt 
• is really furprifing! Of thefe things he fpealcs with 
as much familiarity, and as much afluraiicc, as if they 
. were inconteftiftly contained in Scripture, and univer- 
fally allowed fadls. Whereas, for any thing I per¬ 
ceive, he might with equal propriety have called the 
Baptift a facrificing prieft, and his baptifm an expia¬ 
tion. 

That the baptifm of John was a fewift) purification^ 
he endeavours to prove by comparing the language 
of the u:iptift,with an eminent predidlion ofMalachi. 
That prophet, when foretelling the appearance of 
Chrift, fays: He is like a repner's fire., and like fullers 
(ope. He fljall fit as a refiner and furifier of fihcr : 
and he Jhall purify the font of Levi, and purge them as 
gold and felver. Dr. W., having produced the text, 
fays: ‘ In perfeift: conformity to this prophetic pafK- 

* age, and, it Ihould feem, with a defigned and diredfc 

* reference to it*, that very meffenger [John the Bap- 

* tift] fays of his Lord, whofe way he was preparing, 

‘ He faall brptixe you with (iv, IN, by, or by means of) 

‘ fire. Hence we may gather that John’s primary 
‘ idea under the word baptize was not to plunge, but 
‘ to purify -f-.’ What an argument! ivJn'achi foretels 
that the Meffiah Ihould purify die foiis qf Levi. The 
Baptift, fpeaking of the fame illuftrious Perfonage, 
fays; He foall baptize you in the Holy Spirit and fire. 
Therefore, the venerable ‘ John’s primary idea under 

* the word baptize, vns io purify!'—'Rut were it 
granted, f 'r the fah^ of argument, that purification* 
was, in John’s view): the primary idea; yet, while it 
* Mai. iii. i, j, 3. Mark i. 2, 3, 4. f Vol. II. iz. Nc/e. 
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appears from the Mofaic ritual, that purification wag 
frequently performed by bathing-, or wafhing the wheit 
body, while the hifto^ of John’s miniftry evidently 
fhows, that he baptized in "Jordan — into (*tf) J^ar- 
-and in Enon* •, and while common fonfe for¬ 
bids our fuppofing, that cither he or the candidate 
wcht into a river, merely to ufe a f?w drops of water 
in the way of pouring or of fpi inkling ; that latitude 
of adminiltration for whith our author pleads, would 
not be proved on the ground of John’s pratflice. Be- 
fides, as the eipreffions. He JJoall baptize you in the 
Holy Spirit and fire, are manifeflly allufive and meta-. 
phorical j fo my opponent’s inference makes that al¬ 
lufive and metaphorical fenfe of the term, tlie ftandard 
of its literal and proper meaning: which is contrary 
to juft criticifm, and to’legitimate interpretation f. 

Nor, were he able to prove that‘‘ John’s primary 
* idea under the word baptifm, was not to plunge but 
‘ to purify,’ would it follow, that the ordinance admini- 
ftered by him was a Jevjijh purification? or one of* 
thofe divers baptifins, and carnal ordinances, mentioned 
in the Epiftle to the Hebrews; becaufe, in the Evan¬ 
gelical Hiftory, there are evident marks of his bap¬ 
tifm being a new appointment. Had the qtdinance 
he adminiftered been an old, eftabliflied rite of Ju- 
daifm, why was he in particular furnameJ the Baptijl, 
or the Baptlster, in diftin<ftion from others of the 
prieftly line ? How came it, if our author’s hypothe- 
fis be welUbunded, that the priefls and Levites, when 
Tent by the Jews to John, addrefled him in the follow¬ 
ing manner; IHht art thou? Jl'hy haptizefi thou, 
then, if thou be not that Chrijl, nor Elias, neither that 
Prophet ? The emphafis of the latter query evidently 

• Mark i; 5, 9. Matr, iii. 6,13—16. Johnili. 23. t SeS 
Vadobap. Exam. Vol. I. p. 44 , 45 * 57 * 58 , 59 * 9 *— 
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lies on the word baptizcjl: for which, on the fup- 
poiition of my opponent, there is no perceivable rea- 
fon. Thofe priefts and Levites appear, by their lan¬ 
guage, to have expefted, that whenever the MelEah, 
or his harbinger, fliould come among them, new rites 
of worlhip would be introduced. But, not confider- 
ing John as that Elias whofe coming was predifted 
by Malachi, they could not difeern the authority by 
which the Son of Zacharias a6ted, in the adminiftra- 
tion of a rite not known to their fathers. 

Were the opinion of our author defenfible, we might 
widi propriety confider the baptifm of John as clafled 
by Paul anjp'ig thofe beggarly elements^ and carnal or-- 
dinances, that were impofed on the Jewifh church un¬ 
til the time of reformation *, and no longer. Yet, ac¬ 
cording to my opponent, part of thofe beggarly ele¬ 
ments and carnal ordinances is continued, notwith- 
ftanding the arrival of that happy period. But is there 
any warrant in the New Teftament, for confidering 
the baptifm of John as reprefented by Paul in fo degrad¬ 
ing a light ? Is not fiich an idea quite foreign to the 
fentiments of Chriftians in general ?—Had the baptifm 
ndminiftcred by John been one of the ancieht purifi¬ 
cations, I'c is natural to fuppofe that all his difciples muft 
have been rebaptized^ previous to their admiffion into 
the Chriftian church. But that this was the cafe. 
Dr. W., I think, will not affirm.—The caufes of le¬ 
gal pollution among the Jews frequently occurred} 
jind therefore they often had recourfe to the fame pre- 
Icribed modes of purification. What reafon, then, can 
be affigned,if Jolin’s baptifm was a Jewifh, ceremonial 
purification, that it was not frequently repeated, as o- 
ther modes of purification were? To fay it was a 
general^ a national^ and an extraordinary purificationj 

Gal. iv. 9. Heb. ix. 10. 
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as our author does, is mere ipfe dixit^ and incoidiftent 
with his own aflertion. For he maintains, as we have 
already feen, that it was a Jewifli cleanfing, and one of 
thofe divers baptifms which are mentioned by Paul to 
the Hebrews. 

Again: If John confidered the baptifm which hft 
adminiftered, as a Jewifh, ceremoni^ purification,-all 
thofe whom he baptized muft have been viewed hef 
him, at the time of adminiftration, as legally unclean: 
and as our author maintains, that die venerable admj-> 
nillrator baptized a great number of infants, they alfo 
muft have been regarded by him, as the fubjefts of 
ceremonial impurity, whether females, or circumcifed 
males. For we cannot fuppofe he would clianfe thole, 
whom he confidered as having no defilement; orpa- 
rify thofe who, in his eftimation, had no impurity. 
But of w/;<7t ceremonial pollution were Jewilh infiints 
in general ever confidered as the fubjefts ? and whertt 
in the laws of Mofes, do we find arfitual purification 
of this kind appointed for them ? It Ihould feem, there*, 
fore, that the baptifm of John was, either a new infti- 
tution; or that it was not a ceremonial purification! 
or, finally, that infants were not partakers of it— -AM 
the Jewilh people who laboured under any ritual po- 
lution were, for the time being, fecluded from this 
fan^fuary worlhip, and in various cafes, from Ibcial in** 
tercourfe with , their neighbours. But is‘there any 
reafon for us to imagine that this was the cafe with 
each individ&al whom John baptized ? Such a fuppo- 
fidon would be, to the laft degree, wild and extrava- - 
gant 

Further: That the ordinance which John adminif¬ 
tered was a pofitive rite of the ancient Jewilh religion, 
is inconfiftent with one of our author’s principles of ar¬ 
gumentation. The principle to which I advert is, 

with 
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with rite moft confident air, thus expreffed. ‘ I beg 

* leave to demand ON£ instance out of all the nu- 

* merous precepts, whidi Mr. B. calls pofitive^ deliver- 

* ed by Mofes to the chofen ^'tribes, that required iii 

* the fubjeil a diferiminating moral qualification 
Now, if tliis confident demand be founded in fa6f, the 
baptifm of Johni could not be one of thofe legal puri¬ 
fications to which the Jews had been fo long accuf- 
toined, but muft have been a new inftitution. Becaufe 
it is manifeft, nor can my opponent deny it, that the 
Baptift required repentance, and fruits evidencing re¬ 
pentance, as qualifications for the inftitute which he 
adminiftered f. For, that the confeffion offin, repentance, 
and fruits-iheetfor repentance, come under the denomi¬ 
nation of‘diferiminating moral qualifications,’ all the 
world will acknowledge.—Again: He tells us, That 
‘ the baptifm of John—was a rite appertaining to the 

* legal difpenfation, inftituted by God the Father for the 

* ufe of the Jews alone, for a Jhort time, to prepare 

* them for the kingdom of the Meffiah then approach- 

* ing, as by an extraordinary general purification, at- 

* tended with fuitable infiruflions and exhortations tothc 
f people,and performed by John Simfelf%.’ —Oncemore: 
When fpeaking of Jefus Chrift, and with reference 
to his teing baptized by John, he fays ; ‘ It is highly 

* probable that he [Chrift,] as the Lord of ceremonies, 
^ (as well "as of the fahbath,) fliould appoint andfub- 

* mjf to one baptifm —Now, omitting his inadver¬ 
tency in firft reprefenting God the Father, perfonally, 
and then Jefus Osrifi, as appointing the baptifm of 
Jdin} I would appeal to my reader. Whether this lan¬ 
guage be not naturally adapted to convey the idea of 
that baptifm being a new inftitution ? For if it was 

.* Vol. I. 74. t Matt. iii. 6—ii J Yol. I. n8. 

§ Vol. II. 13. Note. Scealfop. 16, 17. Note. 


one 
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one of the ancient purifications, what propriety is there, 
or what meaning can there be, in thefe expreffions; 
Chrijl APPOINTED andfubmitted to one haplfm—God 
the Father injiituted itfor a short time~~to prepare 
the yewsfor the kingdom of the Mfjiah THEN approach¬ 
ing—as by an EXTRAORDINARY purifica¬ 

tion—attended with fuitable 1 nst^UCTIONS~<7 »</ 
performed by John himself? 'I'o which of thole 
divers baptifms^ mentioned by Paul, do thefe char^- 
teriftics agree ? Or muft we dcfei t the etymological^ 
and have recourfe to a legal, fenfe of thefe various eJC- 
preiEons ? For, as to common fenfe, I am perfuaded, 
it can affix no meaning to them, that, will agree to an 
old Jewifh rite. 

, Once more; If the ordinance which John adminif- 
tercd was a Jewifh ceremonial purification, and if 

* John’s primary idea under the word baptize was to 
‘ purify,’ as our author maintains; jn what light muft 
we confider his adminiftration of baptifm to Jesus 
Christ ? Every kind of purification fuppofes pollu*- 
tion to be removed, of fome fort or other: for where 
there is no degree of defilement, there can be no cleanf^ 
ing. Did our Lord, then, under a convidfion of being 
ceremonially defiled, and unfit fpr fancfuary ^orlhip, 
apply to John for purification ? Or did the Son of 
Zacharias confider his application in that light ? No¬ 
thing like it appears in the language, either of Chrift, 
or of John ;,nor is any thing more foreign to the hif- 
tory of our Lord’s baptifm, as recorded by the Evan- 
gelifts.—Of this cogent objection againft the novel 
hypothefis, our author was not unmindful; as appears 
by the following words, ‘ It may be alked. How can 
‘ the idea purification be applied to Chrift ? I an- 

* fwer, IFith the fame propriety as to any other Hebrew. 

* f or, as it would be no-derogation of his moral and di- 
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* vine charafter to fuppofe kim capable of ceremonial 
‘ impurities as well as any other Jew, fuch as fbllow- 
‘ ed the touch of a corps, a bone, and fo on (See Numb. 
*'xix.) j fo it would be no impropriety to allow, that 

* he might be purified—It is highly probable that he, 
*as the Lord of ceremonies (as well as of thefabbath) 

* fliould appoint'Und fubmit to one baptifm, as a gene- 

* ral fubftitute for all ceremonial purifications 

Chrijl was capable of ceremonial impurity, like any 
other Jew. But is this a fail, or a rajh, ungrounded 
agertion? If the former, he was dipable of being 
rendered unfit, notwithftanding his perfeft moral pu¬ 
rity, for t!ie temple worfhip: and rouft, like the Jews 
in common, while fuch impurity continued, lie under 
the law of cxclufion from a participation in that wor- 
fhijp, forthe IJjace of feven'daysf. Now, reader, is 
this credible ? But, ‘ he that can believe it, let him.* 
—Capable of impurity, by touching a corpfe, or a hu~ 
man bone. Our Lord touched the bier, on which a 
corpfe lay; he touched a fupplicating loathfome lepers 
and he permitted a difeafed woman to touch the fringe 
of his garment J. Now, in each of thefe cafes, any 
other Jew muft unavoidably have contracted ceremo¬ 
nial impurity. But was it fo with our Lord ? There 
is not the leaft appearance of any fuch thing; nor do 
IVecolleCi any writer whatever,-except my opponent, 
who feems to have entertained the lealt fufpicion of 
that kind, but quite the reverfe. I will prefent the 
reader with a few inftances that have occured to ob- 
fervation. 

Thus Mr. Henry : ‘ There \Vas a ceremonial pol- 

* lution contracted by tlie touch of a leper; but Chrift 

* would fhow that, when he converfed with finners, he 

* Vol. II. ij. Note, f Numb. xix. ii, it, 13. { Luke 
tii. 14. Matt. Ytii, 3. and ix. 0,9. 

* was 
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* was in no danger of being infefted hy them—j&Kr' 

* came and touched the bier^ or coffin, in or upon which 
‘ the dead body lay; for to him it would be nopollu- 
‘ tion*.’ —Bp. Hall :The patient lal)oured of—a 

* difeafe, that had not more pain than fhame, nor more 
‘natural infirmity than legal impurity—She was »• 

‘ Jewefs, and therefore well knew th^t her touch was, 

‘ in this cafe, no better than a pollution, as hers, per- 
‘ haps, but not of Him. For—the Son of GoAwas not 
‘ capable of impurity f.’—"Fo this agrees that of Paul 
concerning our _great High-prieft; Holy^ harmlefsy 
UNDEFILED, feparate from ftnners, and made higher 
than the heavens ; who needeth not daily^ as thofe high 
priejlsy to offer up facrificeyfrji for his otvn fns, and 
then for the people'sX. Harmhfs, vndefiled. Thus 
Dr. Owen, on the place; ‘ The one is, he did noevU 

* in himfelf; the other, that he contrailed none from- 

* any thing elfe, nor from any perfons with whom he 
‘ converfed—Many things might befel the high priefts 
‘ of old, whereby they might be legally defiled, and fo 
‘ rendered uncapable for the difcharge of the office— 

‘ But no fuch thing was our High pritft liable unto, 

‘ either from himfelf, or from converfe with others. 

‘ As he was unconcerned in [polluting] ceremonials, 

‘ fo [he was complete] in all moral obedience; ffothing 
‘ could affix on him either fpot or blemljh —Whereas 
‘ it was his defign and work to fanftify and cleanfe his 
‘ church—how had he been meet to attempt or efFeft- 
‘ this work, had not he himfelf been every way unde- 
‘ filed ?’—IVir. Duncan : ‘ He [Chrift] not only was 

* to do no evil, but to contra£l no pollution from thofe; 

‘ he converfed with ;*whic'h is the meaning of the— 
‘ qualification This was a necellary quaK- 

* On Matt. viii. 3. and Luke vii. 14. -f- Coalemf. on 

New Itfi. B. IV. Cont. vii. See Dr.' Wiiitby, on Matt. viiL 
3. J Hcb. vii. ; 6 , 27. 


‘ fication 
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♦■ficationof the high-prieft of old, who was ftill to be 

* legally clean^.’—Thus Dr. Whitby : ‘ Undefiled by 
*- the impurities of others.’—Dr. Doddridge : ‘ Uri-. 
‘^//Kf#<ibyother£.’—Mr. Raw lin: ‘Though [Chrift| 
‘ pafled through a finful world—yet he contracted no 

* manner of defilement from any perfon, or thing what- 
‘ ever f.’—Abp^ Usher ; ‘ In himfelf [Chrift] is 
^ holy. To others, iam/r/i and innocent. Undefiled 
‘ of others, or of any thing. In all which he difFereth 
‘ from [the priefts of the houfe] of Aaron; for they 
*■ [were] neither holy in themfelves,^ not innocent; 

* neither undefiled, but polluting and being jwlluted 
‘by others J.’—Dr. Guyse ; Chrift ‘wasnever taint- 
‘ ed with the leall pollution in heart or life, nor defiled 
‘ by means of other perfons or things (as the legal 
‘.priefts were) to interrupt him in the performanceof 

* his facerdotal office §.’ Thus thefe paraphrafts, com¬ 
mentators, and learned authors. 

Chriji was capahle of ceremonial impurity^ ly touch¬ 
ing a corpfe, or a bene. Muft we, then, confider our 
Lord, when he came from Galilee to for dan ||, as la¬ 
bouring under that fpecies of ceremonial defilement, 
and as cleanfed from it by the baptifm of John ? No¬ 
thing lefs. For, had he been fo pollutetl, not the 
water cif Jordan, but the water of feparation., preferib- 
ed by divine law f, muft have been the mean of his 
purification.—Beftdes, legal pollution fuppofes, in the 
iubjeft of it, moral impurity, of which iV is an emblem: 
nor have we any more ground for concluding that our 
Lord, at die time of his baptifm, was legally unclean, 
tfian we have to imagine that he, on that occafion, 
profefted repentanee.-.-Dr. W. has charged, our feriti- 

^ 0 « Hcb vii. i6. f Oit yi'PIficiUicn, p. 130, 13'!. 
Glafgow Edit. f Body of Divimtv, p. 171. Edit. 

§ On Heb. vii. 16. See GaoTivs, Braunius, and Ben- 
OEtius, inloc. U Matt. iii. 13. % Numb. xix. 9— 

ments, 
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ments, relative* to the proper fubjeiiis of baptifin, with 
favouring of the ‘ Sociiiian leaven of which we are 
not aware. But 1 may venture an appeal tp the 
reader, Wiiether, in his pwn favourite exprejSion, this 
notion of my opponent be not pretty ftrongly tingtd 
with fi nething of that kind ? I moft fincerely acquit 
him, however, of having any fuch intention; and con- 
fider his conduit, in this refpeil, as refjlting merely 
from the prefling neceilities of that caufe which he de¬ 
fends. For the modern prailice of fpriniling muft 
be fupportcd. 'I'o tliis end, baptifin, as adminiilered 
by John, and commanded by Chrift, muft be confi- 
dered in the liglit of a cereim.ilal purijication. But 
this-will not correfpond with our Lord himfelf being 
baptized, unlefs, while converfant among men, you 
pronounce him liable to^ ceremonial pollution, by 
touching a corpfe, a bone^ and in 1 know not how 
many other ways —equally liable as any other Hebrew! 
Thus the grand principle on which i’aul proceeds in 
his Epiftle to the Hebrews, in proving tlie Angu¬ 
lar pre-eminence of our Lord’s Perfon and priefthood, 
in comparifon with thofc of Aaron and his fuccefibrs; 
is obliged, in this inftance, to give way to the exi¬ 
gences of Infant fprinkling! I may here, however, 
adopt our author’s own expreffions, relative ft an¬ 
other cafe, and fay: ‘ Before we accede to fuch a [fen- 

* timent,"} is it not proper to paufe—to paufa again— 

* and to enquire with holy alarm -. On whatground'*’ 
it is that we oui bejuftified, inreprefentingthe Holy 
One of God as having no prerogative above the Jews 
in common, with regud , to the neceffity of ceremo¬ 
nial purification? * 

One baptifm a generalfubjiituie far all ceremonial 
purifications. But to whom will this very extraordi- 
• Vob l. 3.ti. 


nary 
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narypoltdon apply ? To our Lord only ? -by no means, 
for the reafons juft produced.—To the feu/s in gene- 
nil trf thofe times? far from it. For they, previous 
to the death of Chrift, were iznder the fame obligation 
to ufe the old ceremonial purifications, after John be¬ 
gan to baptize, as they were before he appeared a- 
mong them. That baptifm, therefore, could not be a 
fubjlitute for all thofe purifications : becaufe it is ab- 
fard to fpeak of one rite being a fubftitute for »w»y, 
while the latter are prefent, in full force, and in adlual 
ufe.—To Chrijiians of every age, and of every coun¬ 
try ? Neither will the pofition apply here; except 
the Paedobaptifts in general be under a grofs miftake, 
in reprefenting' baptifm as coming in the place of cir- 
cumcifion. Becaufe it is incongruous to imagine, that 
it fliould be a fubftitute for the one as well as the o- 
ther, their nature and their defign being fo very dif¬ 
ferent. Nor has my opponent any more ground to» 
conclude, that baptifm was intended as a fubftitute, 
either for tlie legal purifications, or for circumcifion ; 
than he has to aftert, that the holy fupper is a fubftitute 
for all the Jewifti offerings, whether they were propi¬ 
tiatory, or euchariftical. Befides, it has not yet been 
proved that baptifm, whether as adminiftered by John, 
or by'ithe difciples of Chrift, is juftly denominated a 
ceremonial pur fcation. 

Dr. W, perhaps may fay: Though it were admit¬ 
ted that the baptifm of John was a niw inftitution, it 
might notwithftanding be properly confidered as a ri¬ 
tual Jewifti cleanfing. On fijppofition of fuch a plea, I 
would anfwer by demanding} Whether, in the New 
Teftament, it be ever confidered in that light ? Whe- 
foer any new legal defilement had arifen among the. 
Jews, which rendered it neceflary for a new purifica¬ 
tion to be appointed ?—a fpecics of impurity, for the 

removal 
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removal of which the Mofaic inftitutes had not provid¬ 
ed r And, whether this be not mere hypothcfis, in¬ 
vented to fupport a tottering caufe ? I will add, the 
aflertions of my oppon^ent, refpedling that ordinance 
vi’hich John adminiftered, are little Ihort of a dlreft 
contradiction to the divine teflimony: which repre- 
fents it, not as a Jewilh ceremonial purijication^ but as 
the baptifm of repentance for the rtilfiffon offins *. By 
which emphatical denomination we arc taught, that 
the attention of its proper fubjeCls (the cafe of our 
Lord alone excepted) was direCled, not to the remov¬ 
al of ceremontal’impurity, but to the pardon of their of¬ 
fences through divine grace.—But fuppofing it were 
granted, that John’s baptifm was a ceremonial purifi¬ 
cation, it would not thence follow tlrat he praefifed 
either pouring or fprinkling. For our author himfelfi 
in concurrence with divhie Revelation, fpeaks of John 
‘baptizing penitent finncrs in Jordan and Enont*’ 
That he ellewhere contrndicls this, and by fo doing is 
‘ plump againft' himfclf, is alloweJ: but that this rc- 
prefentation of John’s praCirice agrees with immerfion 
only, all the world I think muft admit. For where da 
we read, in the hiftory of baptifmid praClicc, or when 
did we hear, cither of Dr. W,, or anyother adminftra- 
tor, fprinkling or pouring water on the ful^ecf in a 
river .^.No; when my opponent intends to fpriiikle an 
infant, he never, Iprcfume, thinks of goiii^ to any river 
for that purpofe: but confiders it quite fufficient, 
whether in a private houfe, or in a place of public 
worfljip, tb .riwiff his fingers in a bafin of water, or, at 
nioft, to‘ even his hand.’ 

But neither our»author, nor his caufe, can be fatis- 
■fied with confidering and reprefenting the baptifm of 
* Marki. 4. i' K'Jte m'locia! itelighii,^ I'S. 

P John 
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John as a ceremonial purification-, for he frequently 
infills, and his caufe demanded it, that Chrifiian bap- 
tifm, hthe Chrifiian purification — purification by 
WATER — a CEREMONIAL purification —and, a ce¬ 
remonial PURIFICATION By WATER—as before 
obferved. But whether this language of the Mofaic 
Difpenfation, and thefe Jewilh'ideas, be juft and pro¬ 
per, admit of a query; as the following particulars per¬ 
haps may fliow. 

To reprefent the term baptize as meaning to puri¬ 
fy, and the word baptifin as denoting purification, is 
inevitably attended with abfurdity in language. Let 
us make an experiment on Dr. W.’s own phrafeology, 
by fubftituting purify, purified, purifying, and purifi- 
eation ; ior.baptize, baptized, baptizing, baptifinal, and 
baptifin, as ufed by himfclf. That verbal fubftitution 
admitted, he fpcaks as follows: ^Purified into this 
‘ union—every perfon purified into Chrifi, is purifi- 
‘ ed INTO his life —^purification into the name —^pu- 
5 rifled into [Chrjfi] at large — purifying puri- 

* fication was familiarly known to the Jews— purifica- 
‘ tion is a Chriftian ordinance, which implies a cere- 
‘ monial purification *’—and fo on.—'i'he fame 
fubftitution of terms continued, other eminent P«do- 
baptifts will be reprefented as exprefling the'mfelves in 
a fimilai*manner. Thus, for inftance, Mr. Henry 
would fay; ‘ We are by our purifying covenant o- 

* bliged to iportify fin—A Chriftian is by purification 

* BURIED with Chrift f-’ Dr. Waterland : ‘ The 
‘ feith [which perfons] have been purified into J.’ 
Dr. Owen: ‘ We are purified into the name of 
‘ Jefus Chrift— Socinus, into whofe name [the Re- 


* Vo!. 1. i; 3 , 
i.y iJr. \V. Vol. li. 


139,193. Vol. 11.231,369.- + C^ot- 

287. \ lmporiar.ee of DoR. of‘Inni- 
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* formed churches in Poland] have all—^been purifed—^ 

* There are thoufands in the Papacy, and among the 
‘ Reformed churches, that ane wholly purified into 

* their [the Socinians] vile opinions and infidelity—He 
‘ [CliriftJ was pained, as a woman in travail to be de- 
‘ livercd, to come to be purified in his own blood** 
Dr. Doddridge : ‘ Have you—fo fitter an indiifer- 
‘ encc to the honour of that Redeemer, into whofe 
‘ religion you were purified f ?’ Mr. Henry’s Con- 
tinuator: ‘All thefe—are —purified into the 
‘ Chriftian faith t.’ Mr. Rogers: ‘Let us refleft 
‘ that we are —purified into an irreconcil.able enmity 
‘ with fin, the world, and the devil How awk¬ 
ward and how abfurd is this way of fpeaking ! and yet 
fcarccly any thing is more common among Paedo- 
baptifts, when they are hot cxprefsiy defending the 
pradlice of pouring or fprinkling, than for them to 
fpeak oi htmg baptized into this, that, or the other. 
Thus we are taught, by their own'phrafeology, that 
the prepofition into-, naturally and properly connefts 
with the word baptize ; and it is equally apparent that 
it will not Conneft with the term purify. 

Dr. W., however, has endeavoured to prove, by an 
induftion of particular inftances, that the ttrmsjsurify^ 
purifying^ purified, and purification, anfwer to the word 
baptize, and its derivatives, wherever the one or the 
other of them is found in the New Teftamdht That 
the term purifyfi-w^tn ufed as a fubfiitute for baptize, 
will in many, cafes make fenfe, and read agreeably, is 
allowed; but fo will the words pour and fprinkle, which 
ncverthelefs my opponent rejects, as being improper: 

• On the Perjon of Cbrlji, p. 15?. MrJJery of the Cofpel VinJi-- 
raW, Picf. p. XV, Ixiii. p. 515. •)• Sermons to Young Perfons, 

Strm. I. p. 49. Edit. 4th. J On z Tim. iii. %. § lu 

Ioh.vpon's Difiionary, under the Word Baptize, iteol’etdobap. 
ii.viim. Vvl, I. p. 98, 100. 
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and I hope to prove, in the follow'ing paragraphs, that 
the idea conveyed by his favourite word purify., is on 

•various accounts extremelv erroneous. 

« 

Dr. W., in that induction of particular pafTages 
from the New Teftament which he has made, rela¬ 
tive to the word bafii'z.e, uniformly contmfts his cho- 
■fenverb topurifyfWnh the term plunge ; as if that had 
been the expreffion moft commonly ufed by us. But 
this, notwithfl'anding his boafted candour, is very un¬ 
fair. For he knows that it is not the verb to plunge., 
but the word immerse, that is ufually adopted by 
us on this occafion. He alfo knows that the term 
PLUNGE, does npt fignify merely to immerfe ; but fud- 
denly and violently to immerfe; for which reafon we do 
not think it the moft eligible word by which to ren¬ 
der the enadfing term heiptii^e. On the verb active, 
to plunge. Dr. Johnson fays; ‘ This word, to what 
*a<Sion foever it be applied, commonly expreftes either 
* violence and fuddennefs in the agent, or diftrefs- in the 
‘patient.' Now it ftiould feem that, for this very 
reafon, my opponent made choice of the term plunge, 
rather than immerfe, or dip; in order to give a ri¬ 
diculous air to our fentiment and pradtice.. 

Our.^uthor, as we have before obferved, maintains 
that the particle tif, in the law of baptifm, ftgnifies 
INTO : in which we have the happinefs to agree with 
him. It is highly reafonable therefore to conclude, 
that the prepofilion muft retain its natural, proper, and, 
as Dr, W. has taught us, its legal fignification, in thofe 
paflages of the New Teftament where baptifm is men¬ 
tioned. But what propriety or fenfe is there in repre- 
fenting the Evangelift Mark and the Apoftle Paul 
fpeaking thus? Jefus was PVKifi^.tiofJobn, tit, in¬ 
to Jordan—So many of us as were purified, tit, 
INTO ffus Chrijl, were purified, tit, INTO his death 

— Puri- 
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—Purification, uf, into death — Purifif.d, iif, 
INTO one body—As many of you as have been purifiedy 
£if, INTO Chrif, have put on Chrijl. Is not this 
foriT of cxpreflion, (and initances might have, been 
multiplied) to ufe the language of Dr. W., a ‘ grathtg 
‘ impropriety —a prepo/ierous condudl—an unparalleled- 
‘ abufe of lanstuase*?’ 

'To free this mode of expreflion from the .nbfurdity 
which attends it, he alters our common Verfion, and 
reprefents John as purifying at (not in, n/,) 'Jordan : 
nay, he wculd perfuade his reader that the particle sir, 
when connefted with Jordan^ means neither into^ nor 
but AT. Jefus was baptized., tif, AT Jordan f •• 
lie alfo reprefents John as purifying, tif, AT Enon-, 
and Philip, with the Eunuch,as going'- down both into 
‘ («f, ad, vel in, to, or towards) the water 
On the contrary, in order to expofe the praftice of 
immcrfion to ridicule, he retains our vulgar I'ranfla- 
tion, becaufe it gives that improper turn to the particle 
iv, which Dr. Campbell fofeverclycenfures. Thus, 
for inftance, he unfairly reprefents our fentiment and 
pradlice as giving the following turn to various paf- 
fages: I plunge you, tv, with water—but he jhall 
plunge you, iv, with the Holy Ghoji. I indeed plunge 
you with water (udaTi); but—he Jhall piunge you 
WITH [EN ’Trvtviv.aoTs ayia] the Holy GhoJl and WITH 
fre ()t«i TTVpt) §. Here he very unfairly fupprefles 
the prepofitio'n m as connedled with irttnp.v.si dyiu ; 
while he mves us and wupi, which have it not. 
—So in all other places of a fimilar kind, where our 
Tranflators have rendered that prepofition ‘ he 
retains it; without having the candour to acknowledge. 
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that its native, proper, and moft ufual acceptation is 
in ; and that it is as thus underftood we conneiJl the 
idea of immerfion with it. 

His favourite words, purify and purification^ make 
fomething worfe than a merely awkward appearance, 
in the following paffage. Are ye able to—be PURIFI¬ 
ED with the PURIFICATION that I am purified 
with ?—Ye jhall i?ideed—he PURIFIED with the PU¬ 
RIFICATION that I am purified with. To defend 
this novel and very extraordinary reprefentation of our 
Lord’s bitter fufferings, to which the words manifcftly 
relate, our author fays; ‘ Here feerhs to be implied 
‘ the idea of initiation as of profelytes, as alfo the fe- 

* condary idea of being tried^ or put to the proof, at- 

* tending fome kinds of purification, as of metals by 
‘ the fire, cloth by the fulling mill, and fo on —But 
why the idea of initiation ? in our Lord’s baptifm by 
John, before he entered on his public miniftry, there 
may, perhaps, be fomething like initiation: but in his 
laft fufferings and "forrows, to which he here plainly 
adverts, the idea of his enf rather tlian of his initi~ 
aiion, is very ftrongly fuggefted. Singularly ftrange 
and extravagantly incongruous therefore muft it be, 
to compare the concluding Icene of our Saviour’s vica¬ 
rious obedience and fufferings, with the commencement 
of a profefled obedience to God, in the pretended pro- 
felyte baptifm among the Jews ! 

The agony and crucifixion of our Lord muff ne- 
ccfiarily, however, be confidered as a purification. 
But from what was he purified by them? Not, if 
our author be right, from ceremonial pollution; for 
that he received long before his death, and once for 
all, from die hand of John. Was it, then, from per- 


fonal 
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fonal impurity of a moral kind ? my opponent will 
not aflert it. From what then ? Why, we muft in 
our ideas recur, either Jo the purification of metals by 
fire, or to that of cloth in a fulling mill. But even 
this looks very much like cleanfing from drofs, or from 
filth; and therefore it will not apply. What then 
muft be done ? Done ! why the cafif is plain. There 
IS a ft'C'jndary idea of purification, which muft here 
be adopted; and that is, to be tried, or put to the 
proof. Then we muft confider the inexpreflible and 
overwhelming Offerings of Chrift, in the light of an 
experiment made on his purity, or on his fortitude; 
not as an atonement for fin—as a tejl of his own ex¬ 
cellence ; not as an expiation of human guilt! I had 
much rather have feenthis interpretation of the paflage 
in Dr. Priestley’s writings, than in thofe of Dr. W. 
•—The purification that I am purified with. So, ac¬ 
cording to my opponent, fays the text. No ; replies 
his comment. It is the idea of initiation. Yet even 
this will not thoroughly aivfwer. He muft, fomehow 
or other, obtain the ‘ fecondary idea of being tried, or 
‘ put to the proof and then he will be completely fa- 
tisfied.—This brings to remembrance the following 
fayings ofDr. Waterland, relpefting the cpnduftof 
Arian opponents. ‘You are ftraining hard for (omt odd, 

‘ peculiar fenfe of the word creature, or created j which 
‘ is to be called the Scripture fenfe; and*if this does 
‘ not relieve you all is loft—Religion—Is the only 
‘ fubjeift in'the world, wherein a man may difpute the 
‘ molt certain, and moll indubitable proofs, and yet be 
‘ allowed to be in liis fenfes 

Let us now fee how Dr. Campbell renders the 
paftage we have been confidering, and criticifes upon it. 

* Defence of S>neriis, Q^ery XII. p. 195. Importance of 
Doit. ofTrin. p. 400, 401. 
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Tfras, thenj. that learned critic: ‘ Qin ye drink' of 
*■ fuch a etip ns I mujl drink ; or undergo an immer- 
‘ .SION like that ^vhlch I muji undergo ? The primi- 
‘ five rignificntion of (ionrTia-iJ.X, is immerjion-, of (Ssctt- 
‘ to iunn.'rft’y plunge^ or ovenuhdm. The noun 

‘ ought n;-'. er to lie rendered haptifm-, nor the verb to 
^hnpili.e. hut \vlit 71 employed in relation to a religious 
‘ cnf iiiorv. The verb fometimes, and 

‘ (ionrrif.y v.hieli is fyiionymous, often occurs, in the 
Septuagintand Apochryphal UTitings, and is always 
‘ rendered in tiic tommon Vcrfion by one or other of 
‘ thef' words, to dip, to tvnfo, to pli/ngr. When the 
‘ origin;.! e.'tprcffion, therefore, is rendered in familiar 
‘ language,.,there appears nothing harlh or extraordi- 
‘ nary in the metaphor. Phrafes like thefe, to be over- 
‘ WHE^,^5£D sv'ith grief to i^.iMMERSED in afiiSiiony 
‘ will be found common in moft languages Such 
is the teftimony of this ‘competent and unexception- 

* able witnefsand, indeed, with regard to the mean¬ 
ing of'the term haptifm^ he is quite uniform through¬ 
out his Tranfutitn of the Four Gofpelsy and his Notes 
upon them. 

Dr. W. infifts that no* two words in the Englifli 
*■ language are adequate., to exprefs the exadl idea of 

* the Greek words and|3«5rTia-jui)f.’ Pie, how¬ 

ever, appeals to the reader, whether the terms purifea- 
eat'ion, dtdlc.aUon, confecration, feparation to God, or 

* the like,’ be not more proper than immerfe, and im- 
merfionp.l Nay, the terms fi? initiate, zvd, in fome 
conne<5lions,,t3 try, to put to the proof, are, according 
to our author, more happily adapted to exprefs the 
meaning of the word baptize, than is the -verb to hn- 

■* Tnvifln'00 of d: Four Gorge!'., and Note hi tie. f Vol. 
II. 12. Sic:8i!<lp. i?, 17, II. 
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merfc.-^That his chofen terms are fufficiently remote 
from diredlly expreiEng the idea of imnerjion in water, 
is readily granted. But then it flvould be obferved, 
that both perfons and»things, under the Mofaic law, 
might be dedicated-, confecrated.,feparated to God, with¬ 
out the leaft ufe of water: and yet Dr. W., as we 
have already feen, confiders the ufe of water as ejfen- 
tial to that which is of a pofitive nature in baptifm. 
As to the term purification-, which, on the whole, he 
prefers to any other word in the whole compafs of our 
language; it fcems to be here unhappily aflbciated. 
For a fmall degree of reflexion will convince us, that 
as thoufands of the Ifraelites were purified from legal 
pollution, who were never in any peculiar fenfe/n/t/- 
aied-, d-d’caied-, confiecrated, ox fit apart to God; fo 
individuals among them were dedicated to Jehovahj 
when they had no particular need of being legally 
pnrfied. Befidcs, though my opponent admit, that 
when a minifter of the word foiemnly immerjes in 
water a fuitable fuhjecl for baptifm, one fpecies of the 
Chriftian purification is performed; yet he avers, that 
‘ we have not one jingle injlancc, of one perfon’s dip- 
ping another in water, [as a mode ofeeremonial pu- 
‘ rification,] within the facred annals of four thoufand 
‘ years Confequcntly, cither what hc»calls the 
Chrirtian purification admits of greater variety in the 
mode of adminiftration than the Jewiihjaurifications 
did, when pel formed by a prieft; which is departing 
from his own rule : or elfe he is inconfiftent with 
himfelf, in acknowledging immcrfion in the name of 
the Lord to be a fpecies of the Chriftian purification. 

He fuither infills, ‘ That the words and 

‘ haptlfm, in the facramental fenfe of them, ought not 
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* to be changed for any other.’ But it has already ap¬ 
peared, that what he calls the facra.rtenial fenfe, in dif- 
tin£fion from tlie native and proper meaning, is a mere 
fiftion; adapted tomiflead incautious readers, and the 
fubterfuge of a bad caufe.— Ought not to be changed. 
But why foIs there any thing facred, folemn, or 
important, in thofe terms, more than in others of the 
lame fignificationr Or muft they be left untranflated 
becaufe their meaning is ahfoluiely uncertain} —Fa¬ 
ther Si MON,, with a view to eftablilh the neceffity of 
tradition, as the foundation of all religious knov/ledgc, 
infifts; That‘the greater part of the Hebrew words 

* [in the Old Teftament] are equivocal, and their fig- 

* nification entirely uncertain—There is always ground 
‘ to doubt,’ fays he, ‘ whether the fenfe which [a tranf- 

* lator] gives to the Hebrew words be the true fenfe, 

* becaufe there are other meanings which arc equally 
‘probable*.’—To which, among other things, Dr. 
Campbell replies : ‘ As to multiplicity of meanings 
‘ fometimes affixed’to fir.gle words, one would be at a 

* lofe to fay what tongue, ancient or modern, is moft 

* chargeable with this blemilh. Any perfon accuf- 

* tomed to ccyifult Lexicons will readily alTcnt to what 
*I lay. In regard to Englifh (in which we know it 

* is not ipipoffible to write both unambiguoufly and 
‘ perfpicuoufly), if vve recur to Johnson’s valuable 

* Didfionary for the fignification of the moft common 

* terms, botii nouns and verbs, and o\-erlook, for a 

* moment, our acquaintance with the tongue, con- 
‘ firmed by long and uninterrupted habit, we lliall be 

* furprifed that people can write intelligibly in it, and 

* be apt to imagine that, in every period, nay, in every 

* In Dr. CAMf-BELL’s Fmr Gojiek. Voi. I. Differtation 

III. § I. 
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‘ line, a reader will be perplexed in felefting the pro- 

* per, out of fuch an immenfe variety of meanings as 
‘ are given to the different words. In this view of 
‘ things the explanaticJii of a fimple fentcncc will ap- 

* pear like the fblution of a riddle.’ He adds, in a 
Note; ‘ To the noun rwn/J ohnson affigns twelve 
‘ fignificatioiis—to power thirteen-»-to foot fixteen. 
‘ The verb to make has, according to him, fixty fix 
‘ meanings, to put eighty, and to take^ which is both 
‘ neuter and aitive, has a hundred and thirty four. 

* I'his Is but a fmall fpecimen in nouns and verbs; the 
‘ obfervation may be as amply illullrated in other parts 
‘ of fpeech*.’ 

Our author proceeds: ‘ Would Mr. B.*have thefe 
‘ words, baptizey and haptifroy uifearjed, provided our 
‘ prefent verfion were tc.be changed for another 7tew- 
*■ furhijberh, and fome Engiifh words introduced, “com- 
“ petent to exprefs their adequate idea f ?” As to 
that compound epithet new-furbijMcly I fhall in filence 
admire its elegance; but with regard to his confident 
query I v/ould reply by demanding. Whether jSssirn- 
and ^ac 7 rTKr/u,o( are to be confidered in the light of 
facred technical terms, which it is unlawful to tranfi- 
late into any language ? Or whether, like the Hebrew 
term Selahy they be of fuch an abjlruje and uncertain 
fignification, that the moft learned tranflators could 
never be fatisfied about their natural and prbper mean¬ 
ing ? That the German, the Dutch, the Danifh, and 
the Swedifh tranflators of the New Teftament, have 
all ‘ difearded’ the words, and fub'ftituted others, which 
convey the idea of [mmerjiony was fliowed in Pada- 
haptifm ExamhiedX',djii that the authors of the Welch 

* VtJupra, § 10. t Vol. II. 27, 28. % Vol. I. p. 
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Verfion have darej to ‘ JifcarJ’ the uwds baptize and 
haptijm, our opponent liimfel fin forms us ♦. W'hcthcr 

that yef/ion was an old one, and new-furhijhed by the 
Britift tranflators, this deponenjindeed hath nottiiid} 
butthat they ventured to tranflate the words in queflion, 
his teftimony is quite explicit.—Here, then, it is na¬ 
tural to a(k Dr. W., Whether the authors of thole 
different Verfions Ure to be confidered as guilty <'f any 
crime, before God or man, in tranflating thofe Greek 
words into their own languages Nay, it may be de- 
rhanded, whether he|can produce a finglc inftance from, 
the Old or the New Teltament, of any capital tnadl:- 
ing term in divine law being left untranjlated-, except 
the word Selah, and fome other Hebrew terms in the 
*1 itles of the Ffalms, come under that denomination? 
And whether, were he to ‘ fhow his opinion,’ it could 
he proved, that any tranllators would have done right 
in leaving fuch enading term untranflated ? Why, for 
example, were not the original terms, both in Hebrew 
and Gieek, for the ancient circmncifivi, the paffover, 
and fo on, retained, with Engl ifh terminations, in our 
coinmon Verfion, as well as baptize, and Imptifm ? My 
opponent will not, furely, alTcrt, that it is of more im¬ 
portance for the mere Knglifh reader to know the mean¬ 
ing of ihofe words, than of thefe. What fiibftantial 
reafon can be produced for tranllators retaining the 
Greek term haplifm, in the manner they have general¬ 
ly done; rather than, with an Englifb termination, 
Kupiaxov h\'!ryovi which is the original name of our 
Lord’s fupper ? I will add, why Ihould the command¬ 
ing v.’oid be retained in any Verfion as it 

is, rather than ipaytiv and ttieiv, which are enading 
terms m the law of the holy fupper ? Are not, the 
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illiterate, for whofe ufe tranflations of the facrsd Vo- 
lume are intended, concerned in the one cafe, equally 
as in the other ? No reafon of any weight can be af- 
ilgned for modern tranflators transferring the original 
word haptifm into their verfions, that I perceive, ex¬ 
cept pnj'cripiion and general cujiom. 

Dr. W., I prefumc, is averle to the word haptifm 
being tranflated, bccaufe he cannoP bear to think of 
the term dipping., or the word imnerfion, appearing 
either in the baptifmal ftatute, or in the facred hiftory 
of primitive pradfice. But he has, notwithftanding, 
too much learning, and too much integrity, to approve 
of the word being tranflated fprinkUng, pouring, or e- 
ven purification. He therefore choofes to have the 
original term of a dead language retained,*that when¬ 
ever he ‘ Blows his opinion’ upon the fubjedl, he may 
have more fcope for the exertion of his polemical ta¬ 
lents, in ‘ confronting, breaking, and routing’ every 
‘ phalanx’ of arguments that dares to oppofe him. I 
know not, however, that there is'any great reafon for 
him to fufpedl, that the praiiice of pouring oroffprink- 
ling would have been much lefs general in Great Bri¬ 
tain than it now is, had our tranflators in the time of 
king James the Firft, rendered the word laptifm,_im- 
merfimi, or dipping. For it is not at all unlikely but 
the generality of the people here, as well as in Ger¬ 
many, Holland, and fo on, would have acted in con- 
tradidlion to,|heir biblical Verfion; and have thought 
themfelves fully juftified in fo doing. Becaufe it would 
have bcert as eafy for them tq^have diftinguifhed, be¬ 
tween the facramental, and t'nditjtmhgical, or vulgar, 
lenfe of thofe terijis; as it is for our author fo to dif- 
tinguilh, refpcdling the word baptize. 

Let us now hear Dr. G. Campbell, relative ta 
this very fqbjedf, who fpeaks in the following manner. 

' ‘ In 
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In feveral modern languages we have, in what re¬ 
gards Jewifh and Chriftian rites, generally followed 
the ufage of the old Latin Verfion,though the authors 
of {hat Verfion have not been entirely uniform in 
their method. Some words they have transferred from 
the original into their language ; others they have 
tranflated. But it would not be always cafy to find 
their reafon for making this difference. Thus the 
word ■Kifirofj.n they have tranflated circumdfo, which 
exadWy correfponds in etymology; but the word 
they have retained, changing only the 
letters from Greek to Roman. Yet the latter was 
juft as fufceptible of a literal verfion into Latin as the 
former, hnmerfio^ tlnflio, anfvvcr as exaftly in the one 
cafe, as circumciftOf in the other. And if it be faid of 
thefe words, that they do not reft on claflical authori¬ 
ty, the fame is true alfo of this. Etymology and the 
ufage of ecclefiaftic authors, are all that can be 
pleaded. 

* Now, the ufe with rcfpefl to names adopted 
in the Vulgate, has commonly been imitated, or 
rather implicitly followed, through the Weftern 
parts of Europe. We have deferted- the Greek 
names where the Latins have deferted them, and 
have ado{/ted them where the Latins have adopted 
them. Hence we fay circumcifon., and not peritomy ; 
and we do not fay immerfion, but baptifm. Yet when 
the language furnifties us with materidls for a ver¬ 
fion fo exadl and analogical, fuch a verfion conveys 
the fenfe more perfp.’tuoufly than a foreign name. 
For this reafon TT Ihould think the word immerfion 
(which though of Latin origin, is'an Englifh noun, 
regularly formed ftomthe verb to immerfe), a better 
Englifli name than baptifm., were we now at liberty 
to make a choice. But we are not. The latter 

‘ tern* 
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« term has been introduced, and has obtained the uni- 
‘ verfal [x3.^tT general] fuffi age : and though to us not 
‘ fo exprelSve of the adtion; yet, as it conveys nothing 
* falfe, or unfuitable tew the primitive idea, it has ac- 
‘ qiiircd a right by prefeription, and is confequently 
‘ entitled to the preference*.’—'I'hus that learned 
tranflator and acute critic, whom Dr. W. himfelf muft 
acknowledge to be a ‘competent anfl unexceptionable 
‘ witnefs’ in our favour. 

Refpedling the Welch tranflation cf jSxTrri^u and 
jSaTTTfiTjUOf,our author fays: ‘The Britifh words hedyd- 
‘ din and bedyd^T.^ ufed in that verfion,—are neither the 
‘ original words thcmfelves with a different termina- 
‘ tion, nor yet arc ever ufed to denote exclufively any 
‘ one fpccific adfion whatever, as plunging, perfufion, 
‘ fprinkling, or the like. They are generic terms that 
‘ fignify, more exacflythan any others I know, the 
‘ ideas conveyed by the original terms, as we have de- 
‘ fined them f.’—^Not underftanding the Welfli lan¬ 
guage, and reading what my opponent here fays, I 
took it for granted that thefe Britifh terms were in 
frequent ufe, and that they often occurred in the 
Wclfh Bible. Whereas I find, upon enquiry, that 
they are never ufed in the common affairs of life, nor 
ever occur in the Britifh biblical verfion, except with 
reference to the ordinance under confideration, or 
where there is an allufion to it. Confequently, whe¬ 
ther an admiaiftrator immerfe a candidate in water, 
pour water upon, him, or fprinkle him with a few 
drops of that element, the-fujjion is by the Welfh 
called bedydd-, juft as in a loofe^aiiT popular way of 
fpeaking, thofe three fpecific adlions are by the Eng- 

*■ TIse Four Gnfpeh, Vel. I. p'. 354, 355. t Vol. II. 371. 
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liih denominated baptlfm. Now, as bedyddio the verhi 
and bedydd the noun, are, in the prefent ftate of the 
Welih language, a kind of facred, technical terms ; it 
is with but little appearance, flcither of candour or of 
propriety, that Dr. W. defcribes them as he does. 

Whether it be at this day in the power of any man 
upon earth, to give with certainty and with precilion 
the true etymology of bedydd, is perhaps not very 
clear. It appears, however, that probability, refpecting 
its derivation, is in our favour. For, I find by con- 
fulting Mr. Edward LnuvD’r Archaologia Bri- 
tannica, that baptij.na is, in Cornu-Britifh, bedzhi- 
dian ; and in the Armoric, badidhiant —'Fhat irmnergo 
is fodhi, fydho, troy^i •, bodhi, to plunge or dip over 
head and ear.s—-That mergo is bodhi, fodhi, fydho, 
troyfi-, and in Armoric heydhi —That Sepidchrum (a 
grave) is in Cornii-Britilli bedh, and in Armoric 
bedh —And, that Badh, is a lalh*. Now, bedydd, 
bodhi, beydhi, bedh, and badh, feeni to be words of a 
kindred kind ; and if fo, the term under confideration 
muft be favourable to oiir pradtice. 

Again: Mr. W. Richards, to whom the Welfli 
language is vernacular, and who is by Veligious pro- 
feffion a Baptift, fays ; ‘ Baptize is, in the Cambro- 
‘ britifli" dialcdf, bedyddio ; in the Cornu-britifh, 
‘ bedzidhi, or bidhyzi ; and, in the Armoric, badezci. 
‘ Bidhyzi and hadeza, the two lafl: mentioned dialedts, 

* always fignified plunging or dipping: and fo, cer- 

* tainly, did bedyddio, anciently, in the Cambro-britifh ; 
‘ though now-a^ys 'it is uled only to, cj^prefs the 
‘ Chriftian ordinance of baptifm, together with what 
‘ is vulgarly fo called. From hadeza and bidhyzi, ac- 
‘ cording to Dr. BorIASe, is derived bouffening, in 

* Arch. Britan. Tit. II. p. 44? 68, 89, 149. Tit. V. p. si 4 ' 
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‘ the Aiiglo-cornifh Jialedt} which likewife means to 
‘ dip, plunge, and fo on*.’ 

In another piece, publiflied by the fame author in 
Welfti, he fpeaks as follows. ‘ The etymology of 
‘ bij’ydd, the Wcllh word for baptifm, is not to be 
‘ found in any DicSlionary of that laiigungc. Not one 
‘ of the compilers of thofe books appears to have been 
‘ acquainted with the etymology of ttat word; nor do 
‘ I believe there is any way to make it out, but by a 
‘ reference to the other dialedts of the ancient Britifli, 
‘ the Cornilh, ajid the Armorican. By fuch a refer- 
‘ ence, and a careful comparifon of the tvords for hap~ 
‘ tifni in all the three dialects, we may, I think, come 
‘ fairly and fafely at the root and exprefs fignification 
‘ of the above Welfli word. 

‘ Upon this ground, then, I will venture to aflert^ 
‘ that the word in queftion is derived from fuddiant, 
‘ a Britifh word which is well known to mz'&n dipping, 
‘ or immerjion and the verb to .which is foddi, or 
'•fuddo. Bedzhidhian (bedsuddian) istheword 
‘ for baptifm in the Cornu-britilh dialed!:; the affinity 
‘ of which with the Welfli word fuddiant, muft be 
‘ obvious to every one. This Cornu-britifli word 
‘ bedfuddian, points out the origin of the Armorican 
‘ word for baptifm, betdidhiant, (founded badud~ 
‘ diant) which is, doubtlefs, no other than badfuddiant, 
‘ a little mattej contradled; and whofe cortefpondent, 
‘ or fynonymy, with the Welfli word fuddiant, is ftill 
‘ equally clear and certain Jadth that of the foremen- 
‘ tioned Cornu-britifli word. By a. comparifon of 
‘thefe Armorican and Cornu-britifli words we are 
‘ led unavoidably to conclude, that bedfuddiant, or 
‘ badfuddiant, muft have been the original word for 

* H'fK '-Pdnilchrijl, p. 99 . 
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* baptifm in the Britifli language ; and that from 
‘ which the prefent Welfli word beelydel fprung. 

‘ In time this lame ancient Britifli word, bedfuddl- 

* ant., or badfuddiant, like irtany others in all lan- 
‘ guages, underwent a confiderable change, by abridg- 

* ment and contraftion. The Cornilh Britons omit- 
‘ ted the letter t ; the Armoricans, the letter s ; and 
‘ tlie Cambro-britains,yi /, a, n, t. In this way the 
‘ Wellh word bedydd, or badudd, appears to have been 
‘ formed. It was originally bedfuddiant, or badfud- 
‘ diant ; and whatever may be faid as to the precife 

* meaning of the prefix, the word itfclf, moft iinquef- 

* tionably, fignified immerfton: for tlie meaning of die 

* word fuddiant,da 3 & always amounted to that, as fully 

* as any word in any language could polfibly do.’ 

The Gendeman who favoured me with die fore¬ 
going extrad:, made the following remark upon it. 
‘ Bed is the origin above, not bad: that is the Armo- 
‘ rican, and fo the^ fecond-hand word. Now bedd is 
‘ the plain fpccific term for the Englilh grave, in 
‘ John V. 28. xi. 17, 31, 38. and xii. 17. 'I'he words 
*• feddiyjuddo, and foddiant, denote properly finking in 
‘ water to the bottom, or quite out of fight. Soddi, 

* and fuddo, are now fynonymous, and are both ufed 

* (Pfalm.lxix. 2,14. Jer. li. 64. Matt. xiv. 50. Luke 
‘ V. 7.) indifferently, in the Wellh Bible. In Wellh, 
‘ it is eafy ;and common to changey for a; the found 
‘ being fimilar. How eafy, then, in compofition, to 
‘ turn bedfuddo into bedyddo i' the before a, being in- 
‘ ferted merely to rendcf die found more agreeable.’ 

Being entirely ignorant of the Wellh language, I 
mull leave the propriety and force of this etymologi¬ 
cal inveftigation to the determination of capable 
judges. It is, however, clear to me, that bedyddio and 
bedydd cannot be fairly pleaded by Dr. W., as in his 

favour i 
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favour; but, rather, that the reverfe is extremely ^re- 
bahk. —To this conclufioa I am the more ftrongly in- 
ciiued, by confidcriiig the foilowing teftimony of Sir 
John Floyer : ‘ A jierfon of eighty years old, who 
‘ ^vas then vcjy fetilible, told me; That in his time 
‘ he could not remember the dipping of infants in 
‘ England at their baptifm; but that his father oft 
‘ i'pukc of it; and farther told him,*77>i7/ the parents 
‘ nfed always, at the haptijin of their children, to de- 
fire the pricjl to dip that part very well in zvhich any 
‘ difiiLife ufed to afjiiB themfclvcs, to prevent its being 
‘ hereditary. I'he WeUh have more lately left 
‘ hnmcrfwn : for fomc middle-aged perfons have told 
‘ me, That they could renumber PIPPING in bap- 
‘ tifm *.’—Now, as it ajjpears by this teftimony, that 
the baptifmal immcrfion was continued among the 
"Wclfti, longer than among tlic Englilh ; and as the 
Briti/li biblical verfion was made while that inimerfion 
was in ufef; it feems natural to conclude, that the 
word hedyddio was confidered by the Wclili tranfla- 
tors, not only as aafwering to the term baptize, but 
as properly exprefling the a£l of imnerftan, rather than 
that of pouring, or of fprinlcling. 

Our author having a ftrong predile<ftion for the 
tzrms purify, purification, as in his opinio* anfwer- 
ing ihore exadlly to the words baptize, and baptifm, 
than any other expreffions in our language^.; it may be 
proper for me,‘a little more particularly, to examine 
that fentiment. He fpeaks, indeed of Chriftian bap¬ 
tifm under the notion pf a xif'emmial purification, with 
almoft as little endeavour to prove it, and with as 
» 

• Uijforv of Culd-Baihiitg, p. 14, i fifth Edit. + The firft 
Brii'fli NewTcftaracnt was printed A. D. i <67. Sec Dr. Lls-.w- 
EI.ynV Hijtorienl Ac mat of Brilifh f'tyjioiis and Editions of the 
BiHt, Load. 1763. 

much 
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much confidence, as if that idea were fo explicitly, 
repeatedly, and ftrongly cxprefled in the New Tefta- 
ment, that fcarcely any body had ever prefumed to call 
it in queltion. Whereas I 'am fo unhappily ‘dim- 
* fighted’ that, except he lend me ‘ his giaii'es, and 
‘ wipe them clean,’ I {hall not be likely to perceive it 
in any part of that facred Volume. Nay, were my 
opponent fo to favour me, it is highly probable that 1, 
like himfelf in another cafe, might be obliged to '■Juind 
‘ and read, and walk and read,’ before 1 fhould ha\ e 
the pleafure of feeing it. For, that Chriftian bajitifm 
is not a ceremonial purification, is plain to me f.oin 
t ie following confiderations. 

Though it has been proved, if I miflake not, that 
the baptifm of John was not a ritual cleanfmg, like 
the ancient Jewifh wafhings; yet had our author de- 
monftrated the contrary, it would not have necelfarily 
followed that our baptifm is to be fo confidered. For, 
during the whole time of John’s miniftry, the laws 
and rites of Judaifm were in full force. Legal pollu¬ 
tions, and ceremonial purifications, were then com¬ 
mon. The former taking place, the latter were necef- 
(ary; and of equal obligation as in the days of Mofes, 
But with what fpecies of legal impurity are either in¬ 
fants orcdults now contaminated ? Who is now, as 
under the former (Economy, debarred from the pub¬ 
lic worihip of God, or from focial intercourfe, on ac¬ 
count of ceremonial pollution? Or Who, by divine 
order, is repeatedly baptized ? yet ceremonial purifi¬ 
cation was to recur, in proportion as legal contamina¬ 
tion was contracted. To afl'ert that Chriftian baptifm 
is a ceremonial purification, though to be adminiftered 
but once to the fame perfon, is mere ipfe dixit ; and 
the analogy of ritual purification lies againft it. For, 
'were fimilar impurity continued, fanilar confeque.nces 
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mujft attend: but all things of this nature came to a 
period, when the Mofaic Difpenfation became extindf. 
—Mr. Bruce informs us, that in Abyffinia there are 
foinc profeffors of Chriftianity who,with Dr. W., ima¬ 
gine that ceremonial pollution, and ritual purification, 
ftill exift. For he fays, the feet called Kenunont ‘ walh 
‘ themfelves from head to foot, after coming from the 
‘ market, or .any public place, whei^ they may have 
‘ touched anyone ofa difFerentfedfrom their own, ef- 
‘ teeming all fuch unclean*.’ But whether thofe Chrif- 
tian Pharifecs confider baptifm as a ceremonial puri¬ 
fication, the Abylfinian traveller does not fay: an idea 
that, however, in Dr. W.’s opinion, of great impor¬ 
tance to the credit of Infant fprinkling. 

If Chriftian baptifm juftly bear the name* of a puri¬ 
fication, it mull certainly cleanfe from fome impurity. 
For as, where nothing is cleanfed, there is no cleanf- 
ing; fo where no defilement is purged away, there is 
no purification. From what kind of pollution, then, 
does baptifn purify ? That whicK is moral ? my op¬ 
ponent will not aflert it; for even the Jewilh ceremo¬ 
nial clcanfings had no fuch virtue. That which is 
ritual F but where fhal! we find it Do all the fpecies 
of Jewifh pollution in ancient ages now exift, or only 
fome of them ? If the former, why not all the various 
modes of Jewilh cleanfing alfo I becaufe, to fay that 
Baptifm is a generalfuhjiitute for them aJlj.is mere af- 
fertion. If the latter, by what criteria fihall we diftin- 
guilh thern from thofe that,are obfolete ? Is it, then, 
that uncleannefi of which" Paul fpeaks, when writing 
to the Corinthians t? nothing lefs. "For, according 
to the argument againft us formed on that paflage, 
thofe who are unclean, in the fenfe there defigned, are 

* rrmids, Vol. IV. B. VIII. Chap. i. p. a 75. ft Cor. 
vii. 14. 
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on that very account difqualified for baptifm. Yes, 
they muft be r/can, before they be admitted to baptifm. 
It feems, therefore, according to Dr. W., that the 
rite under confideration, is a purification for thofe only 
who are already pure : which has very much the ap¬ 
pearance of ‘ a latent myftery.’—But I now recolleft a 
pafl'age in our autjior, where he aflerts; Tliat baptifm 
is ‘ the wajhing muay the filth of the fiesh This, 
however, has much of myftery in it. For my oppo¬ 
nent, again and again, denominates baptifm a ceremo~ 
«/fl/purification. Now that epithet,is equally op- 
pofed to phyfical^ as it is to moral. But ‘ waftiing a- 
‘ way the filth of th<c f!efij,’ is a phyfical cleanfing — a 
purification of the Ikin, from fuch exterior defilement 
as attends it. Confequently, if Chriftian baptifm be 
a purification of that kind, and if it be duly performed 
by pouring or fprinkling a few drops of water on the 
face of a fiibjedt; there is not only very little filth of 
the flefti removed, but the appearance of anything ce¬ 
remonial is extremely fmall, if not entirely loft. "While, 
therefore. Dr. W. miiintains, that baptifm is ‘ the 
‘ waftiing away the filth of the fi.cjh^" he ought, furely, 
to praftife immerfion. 

I will now prefent my reader with two fhort ex- 
tracEls frofn eminent Predobaptift authors. Bp. T ay- 
tOR, when fpeaking of ancient Judaifm, and of Chrif- 
tianity in cantraft with it, fays: ‘ No unclean thing 
‘ was to come into the prefence of the Lord: and there- 
‘ fore the leper, or the polluted in profiuvio Janguinis 
‘ or feminis, might not come into the temple. But—in 
‘ the Chriftian law, all purities and impurities are fpi- 
‘ ritual t.’ —Thus Mr. Hooker; ‘The baptifm 
‘ which faveth us, is not, as legal purifications were, 

* Vol. I. laS. f Du 8 orDub'uant. p-303, 310. 

‘ a clcanf- 
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‘ a cleanfing of the Jiejh from outward impurity: but 
* iiripuTtifix, an interrogative trial of a good confcience 
^towards God*.' —Yes, the ancient ceremonial fer- 
vices, we are informed by ¥zu\., fanSiified to the puri¬ 
fying of theflejh : but we are a/Tured, by Peter, that 
Chriftian baptilin has no fuch efficacy, and that it 
was intended for a different purpofef. 

Our author is as fond of applying the term purifi¬ 
cation to baptifm, as Papifts are of the word facrificc^ 
refpe£ting the holy fupper : and for each there is an 
equal reafon. Becaufe the New Teflament knows no 
more of baptifm iflidcr the name, or notion, of a cere¬ 
monial purification ; than it does of the lacred fupper, 
under the character, or the idea, of a propitiatory fa- 
crifice : both of them being equally abhorrent from 
the truth. For the one is as inconfiftent with the 
fpirituality of the Chriftian CEconomy, as the other is 
with the unity and the perfedlion of our Lord’s atone¬ 
ment. Yet, as Roman Catliolics, according to an ob- 
fervation of Mr. Payne, ‘ are fo in love with the 
‘ word facrificr, that they choofc to ufe it above any o- 
‘ ther X,’ with reference to the holy fupper; fo Dr. 
W, prefers and admires the term purification, refpedling 
Chriftian baptifm, above any other that cur language 
affords. But if Chriftian baptifm be a ceremonial 
purification, as my opponent infifts, the adminiftrator 
may be juftly denominated a prifi: for he will not af- 
fert that any one k warranted to hzptv/.c h inf elf Now, 
under the ancient CEconomy, if an ifraelite was un¬ 
clean, and not permitted to purify himfelf, his purifica¬ 
tion was to be effefted by' a priefi. On our author’s 

• Ecc/e/i.>P/cal PoIavyli.V. ^ 6^. f Hcb. ix. 13. 1 Pet. 
iii. 2! J Pi eftri’. ci^ainjl i'opcrv, Tnie \'l. Y>. tz. Sec allb 
{). 100, 102, 134. 

4 principles, 
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princip’*', therefore, whenever he tinges his fingers, 
or ‘ intiuges even his hand,’ in order to purify an in¬ 
fant ; he performs the oHice of a priejl^ and ought fo 
to b; confidered. But if v'e muft have Chriftian 
priefts for ceremonial purification, why not alfo for a 
properfacrifice at the Lord’s table? It foems, indeed, 
as if my opponent had no great objeftion even to that 
idea; for, in th'e genuine language of a high church¬ 
man, or of a Papift, he fpeaks of Chriftian minifters 
* approaching to ofticiate at the— holy altar*.’ Thus 
Dr. W. converts the table into an altar! But with 
what view is an altar provided, except for facrifice^ or 
for the burning of incenje ? Who is invefted with li¬ 
berty of ,‘ approaching to officiate at the holy altar,’ ex¬ 
cept one in the priejlly office ? For, as Mr. Gee ofa- 
ferves, ‘ A man muft be a priejl before he hath right 
‘ to facrifice t,’ at the altar ; and, I may add, before he 
prefume to fpi inkle the water of purification.—Our 
author, on his own principles, muft therefore confider 
himfelf as a priest —a prieft for purification^ and a 
prieft for ficrficc. But w'lethcr, like the Jewifh 
priefts, he always tinge his feet, and ‘ intinge even his 
‘ hand"-',’ previous to officiating nt‘ the holy altar;’ or 
whether, like the Tons of Aaron, he always appear in 
facerektal vcjlments when approaching the ‘ altar,’ and 
claim, divino^ a prieftly fupport by tithes., I have 
not he.ard. Nor have 1 been informed, whether the 
altar which he approaches has been duly confecrated : 
nor yet, whether the edifice in which it ftands, be 
confidered and treated by him as a confecrated temple. 
All which particulars, doubtlcfs,' to be confiftent and 
uniform, ftiould have a place. • 

• Vol. , 1 . 59. t Preferv. againjlPopery,, Title VI. p. 9J. 

‘Mr. 
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Mr. Baxter, whom Dr. W. celebrate?, as liav- 
ing given the Baptifts a terrible ‘ fyllogillic ovcr- 
‘ throw,’ reprefents Clirillian minifters as bearing the 
lefs pompous and facre(l,,but yet important chara'iler 
of mul'wives. For, when endeavouring i-o laile their 
confequence in. the efteem of their hearers, he fays: 

‘ Our people—cannot be new-born into the kingdom 
‘ {)f God, without the help of thefe mi^ivives Now, 
fcailer, is it not a little extraordinary, that the fame 
perfon, in performing the fame ofHce, and at the fame 
inrflant, fliould fuftain and exemplify the very different 
charailers 'of a pdrify\n[[ prujl, and a Jkilful minxvife? 
But, our author has told us, ‘ Wonders never ccafe;’ 
and in reg.srdto this particular, as well asothers, I’sedo- 
bantiit do£lors widely differ. For it may be further 
obferved, that while Dr. Goodwin and others con- 
fider a baptifmal adminillrator under the notion of a 
fi'pherdf ufing the knife on the cisrs of his lambs ; ex- 
pn.fslydenominatingbaptlfai ‘a Chritlian car-murk f 
my opponent, Mr. Pirie, reprefents baptized perfons 
as wearing the mark of Chrift ‘in their forehccKhX' 

I may therefore adopt an elegant exclamation of this 
warm antagoniff, and fay; ‘ What ffrange heads fome 
‘ men have § !’ 

Chrijlian baptifm a ceremonial purification.^ Fond 
as Dr. W. is of this pofition, with regard to the mode 
of adminiftration, it is manifefUy inconfifleijt with his 
own data.) refpafting the fubjeSfs of (he ordinance. 
For he profelTedly maintains, tli.it moral cnalijicationsi 
and relative 'hollnefs, are the eilabiiihcd requiiites for 
baptifln. But was it ever known, that a perfon v.-hofe 
heart was fraught w«h moral qualitie;, and whafe 

* lVfl> ilat. cn Ri^bl to K.rn. \->. %. -|- ]IT. 

P.’rt r. p. 107. S‘:c I’.C'fi'>.i\ Exam. Vui. IJ. p. i.;r, ,42. 
J Ajfeiidi.c, 161. § L't 6. 

Q. 
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chara£ler flionc with relative holinefs, became, on that 
account, the propej' fubjcii oipurif cation ? W liatever 
moral qualifications the ancient Jews pofTefl'ed, or 
with whatever degree cl reLuive holinefs they might 
be adorned; neither thofe, nor tliiS, but their being 
ceremoiiially polluted, ccnRiiuted them proper fubjedts 
for legal purification, and rendered it neceliary. Nay, 
our author himfi'.f knew not how to vitidicate the pro¬ 
priety of John baptivdng, or, as ho will have it, puri¬ 
fying Chrift ; except on fuppofition that tiie Holy One 
of God was equally liable with Jews in common, to 
be defiled by ‘ tlie touch of :i corpft-, a bone, and fo 
‘on*.’—Befides, Ji)r. V/. is inconfilfcnt with him- 
felf in another view. For he tells us, the Chriftian Dif- 
penfation is dillinguiflied from the Jcwifli CEconomy 
by‘ this difference, Fhat the yoke of Mofaic cererno- 
* nies fliould be REMovjiD, and a fpiritual evangelical 
‘ worfhip introduced -|Now nothing is more clear, 
than that ceremonial purification by water was a con- 
fiderablc part of ‘tnc yoke of Mofaic ceremonies:’ atid, 
Confoquently, cither that yoke is not entirely removed, 
or Chriffian baptifm is not a ceremonial purification. 
So little reafon had our author to fay, when fpeaking 
of the baptifmai ftatute; ‘ Wc are certain it implies 
•* a ceretponial purification by water J !’ 

But had my opponent really proved, that baptifm is 
properly fpeaking a ceremonial purification, it could 
not even then have been j uftly inferred) that fprinkling, 
pouring, and immerfion, arc all of them valid. For it 
is the ?neaning of that enacting term which expreffes 
the action to be performed, that is under difeuflion; 
and not the dejign of that adtion, whatever it be. 

• Vol. II. 13. Ntrc. + Vel. I, 267. J Vol.It. 35S, 
355 ' .. ...---- 
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Whereas the word purification does not exprefs the 
aiiion itfelf, confidered as fuch ; but the end which he 
Tuppofes it has in view. 'File proper bufineis, there¬ 
fore, of Dr. W. was tej prove, that the aB of baptiz¬ 
in'^ is equally well exjirefi’ed by the tzxms pouring zrvk 
fprinkling^ as by the ;vord Inimcrjhn. 

Belides, were it allowable to realbn thus: Chriftian 
bapthln is a ceremonial purification*^ and therefore it 
may be lawfully performed by iinmcrllon, by pouring-, 
or by fprinkling ; the natural force of commanding; 
terms in tire Mofiiic iiilHtutcs, relative to puriiicatioii 
by water, might with great cafe have been evaded, 
while the general notion oi purificution vt'as retaijied. 
For inllance : Was bathing the whole body of a pol¬ 
luted Ifraeiite enjoined ? h'e might have faid,’‘ Ceremo- 
‘ nial purification is tlie only thing intended by our di- 

* vijie Lawgiver; and tfiat in.iy be ctFeiStedequally by 
‘pouring,or by fprinkling, as by bathing.’ Or, had the 
Great Legiflator cuinmaiided the pouring, or the 
fprinkling, of water upon the unclean; ;uid had the 
perfon or perfons concerned been as fond of the liquid 
element as our Brethren fometimes reprefent us to be, 
they might have faid; ‘ Ceremonial purification is 
‘ the only objedt at which the law aims ; and we all 
‘ know that this may be obtained by bathing,the whole 

* body, equally as by a partial application of water.’— 
Nay, why may not Dr. W.’s principle be applied by 
Roman Cath»lics in vindication of their mutilated ad- 
niiniftration of the holy i'uiiper ? VV’hat fhould hinder 
them from faying; ‘ 7'o' excite and promote a remem- 

* brance of our Lord’s atoning death, is the principal 
‘ defign of the inftitution—a dcftgn that is clear and 
‘ exprcfsly revealed ? But this intention of the divine 
‘ Inftitutor may be anfwered, and fpiritual affedlions 

* in general mat’ be promoted in the hearts of the ]-aity, 

0,2 * without 
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* without their pprrakin. 2 : of the euchariflical wine.' 
Thus, on my opponent’^ principle, may the Roman 
Catholics argue, and that with mucii more plaiifibility, 
refpecting the deftgn of the facrecl fujiper ; tiian he does 
for pouring and fprinkling, from the notion of Chrif- 
tian baptifm bei]ig a ccrcrinmal purfuation. So eafy 
is it, on this principle, to vindicate the moil pervjife 
variety in l!r; aJi'A ini illation of pofitive inldituter, let 
the laws of inftitiition be what they may ! 

It is, however, very remarkable, tlsat though Dr. 
W. be fo ‘ eri.imonred’ with the idea of Chriflian bap¬ 
tifm being a arnnonialparifici.-ticn, when the mode of 
udininiflration is under his notice; yet,when profef- 
fedly ihowing the nature wnd, the dcfign of baptifn, he 
docs not, that I rccollecl, fo much as once mention it 
in that light*. No; though baptifn be deferibed 
by him, as implying and ejthibitiiig a nuiltitude ofhlef- 
fings, duties, and facls—a multitude fo great, that you 
might form on liis reprefentation almoft a body of di¬ 
vinity ; yet, if I miiiakc not, he quite overlooks that 
which is, in other places, his grand, leading idea, a 
ceremonial porikic ation. Whereas one might have 
natura’Iy expefted, that would have made a diftin- 
guifhed and capital figure. Nay, when making what 
he dcnoiisinatcf, ‘a rational and devout improvement 

* of Chriflian haplilin ;’ in which improvement he 
particularises a vaft variety of hleflings and of duties, 
that cither flow from it, or are connedied with it; and 
though, as occafion rctjuircs, he givemgny encourage¬ 
ments, exhertation?, and reproofs, to b.tptized perfons ; 
yet I do not remember that he’at rdl reminds them, of 
their having received the benefit' of purification 
from ceremonial unclcaiincfs\. Yet this principle of 

• Sec Vol. I. Chap, ii, f Vol. II. C'l.sp. vi. 

ancient 
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ancii-nt Judaifin would h.ivcfarvrd lofurruih him with 
numerous topics for coiifoLaioii, exh:-i tation, and re¬ 
proof. I'hls omidionl^ani o! lii'-d therefore to con- 
fder, either as a rnanifeil' d.Lef, or as '■z latent rnyf- 

Dr. W. .argues in fivour ot pouring and of rpnnlc- 
ling, from tiic haptijm cf the li ly 'rims he 

fpeai.s ; ‘1 f.-iuple not to uiiert i., t’ni!c is ro chjcJl 
‘ avhatrjcr in ail the New rLilrmengy'' frraaeriiy and 
‘ fo expluithj lignif e,l by hapt'f as tin f.' divine inlV.i- 
‘ ences* [of t!ie»Ho!y CJhoif.J Yet tinI’e tilings [Mr. 

‘ B.] prudeiitly oveiioo.vs. 'I'iic reafnn is at l.iuid;. 
^ pluH'jin" is praiflifed by himfeifand /;/v constit i;- 
‘ ENTS, and there is a g.-jater itfenibbncc’ bitewetn 
‘ t’ut pr.'iufice and a burial, tlaia betweentiiefud plung- 
‘ ing and the active communic.ition and apphce.iion of 
‘ divine induenecs to the foul—if in bei.itifn thei" is 
‘ an l•xpr^:JJiv .1 emblcmoi tlifdcfcen ling iniliii nc. softire 
‘ Spirit, 7jiuJl be the mode fifadmlnid ration,for 

‘ that is the fcriptural term moft comnii ii.y end preper- 
‘ly ufed for the coinmunicutioii of divm.. iufiiienccs t-’ 

Tkefe thnejs Adr. ]]. pniden.'-iy fjet/'j.ry. F.ir from 
it. For though, vvlten handiing the dyipn of brptifm, 
they are not introduced; yet, in anoth..r place, the ar¬ 
gument againft us is l-/rgf.y confiJ and ; toVhich i 
refer tlic re.ider t. (if aiiv thing 1 ffai on tins parti¬ 
cular, D.-. hovv'ev. r, has lire cri.n, .leeifdec t i ti.ite 
the lead notice in Itis ‘/;,■//reply.’ 'i'he compliment 
he pays me, is, therefore, due to iiimfjlf, in this, ;.s in 
many other cafes.— Ado-ahjcclfi frcqunitiy am! fo e>.pli- 

* ‘ Sf t M.ir:. iii, 11. *r‘Iaik. i. 2,5,10, Te.ihc iii. 16. 1. >1. 
‘ Ji lin i. i. ii. ,'S..39. viii. ii— i-. v. 47. .-(i. 1 

‘ 1.,. fie. fee.' f V'ul. 1 . ii;6, 19-7. J See Fiedo/iu/:. Kimo. 
\li 1. i. p. 97_K.j. 

Q. 3 
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citk fignif.ed h bnptifm, as thefc divine influences. But 
thofe pafiages of Scripture to which he refers, regard 
that copious and extraordinary {sRufton of the Holy Spi¬ 
rit, which was received bvthc Apoftles and firif difei- 
p!es of our [.ord, foon after his afccnfion into heaven. 
.1* cir which re.'ifon, our Proteftant Brethren the Qua¬ 
kers, conliiier tift'fe very pafiages as furnifhing them 
with a capital argument agairift the perpetuity of b.ap- 
tifin. 'I'hus they reafon: ‘ Water baptifm was di- 
‘ viftflv .appointed, and continued inforce till the death 
‘ of ChriiK But as that rite bad for Its «/;/>.'? the de- 
‘ feent of the Holy Siiirit, and his divine influences ; no 
‘ fooner was the j'lromifcJ Spirit vouchfafed to our 
' Lord’s diiciples, tha.n the ohligdtion to regard water 
‘ baptifin entirely ccafed. For baptifm in vjater being 
‘ oniy an ctnblem of the profnifed baptifm in the Holy 
‘ Spirit } why flioukl the former be continued, after 
‘ the latter has taken place ?’ This, or fomething to 
this effedf, if I miftakc not, is their principal argument: 
and, for aught 1 perceive, it is equally forcible with 
that of my opponent. 

P'iunging ispraclifed by kimfr.If and h\5 constitu- 
KNTs. For this luminous pofifion, I Have already 
paid my Afevoirs to Dr. W,, and fliall not here enlarge. 
—yd greater rejeinblatree hetivcen plunging and a BU- 
RlAt, than bctuiein plunging and the communication of 
divine infuence. He Ihould ratner hrve laid. Than 
between fprinkling-^ or pouring-^ and a bui iai* Our 
author here alludes to thofe apoftolic fayings, Buri- 
tD'-ivith him by baptifm —Buried with him in lap- 
tifin. Sayings, thefe, which, as* far as I have Ocen 
able to lcarn,'fl// the ancient Chriftians, and the gene¬ 
rality of learned Pwdobaptifts among the moderns, 
have confidered as dccifively proving, that immerfion 
was praaifed by tlv.- ApoilJes. Whereajs our author. 
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and ‘ a few more geniafj.s of fiip.-rior'v.'iictratioii,’will 
not allow that there is the Icall rcfereircc in thofe texts 
to any fuch pracfice. ''I'hiis my opjv)nent: I ‘ am of 
‘ oyi’don—flnu the alliifiOJi is iiot to anv tn - k of h.ip- 
‘ fifin whatever, bat to a fpiritur.l .'iijp'ifitrjn to which 
‘ b.ipti(:n, as a divine ir.lfitarion, ohiiiH:. the fiibiccl— 
‘ Vv'iu. n we imjv.irtiallv cciiiii.ier—■'’:h it tiie ( jofncl 
‘ Diih.-nfit'on is in tl)c ilriet-. ll feitfe 'fflE MlNiS- 
‘ TaATion Of aniE Spix}'I', it appears nioir prohi- 
' bie that the Viuious infiiic 7 ici';. of that divine Agent 
‘ z^-: pj reprefented in baptifm*.’ 

The liUufion is to a fhiritt/al difpojitirn. I'hen the 
allafion is equally iiitperceivable by me, as is the 
ineanhig ofliis own words, when he talks of plunging 
being pradtifed by my constituents. Wiiat, euri- 
i;k u ith him by bapitf?n —suried with him in hnp- 
tifn:^ an iilltifion to a Jpiritunl (lifPofiiiLn ! He might 
as well have denied, that baptifm in water is at all re¬ 
garded by the Apoftic, as the Qi^itikers do, in their 
commentr. on thefe wonfs. for inffanre, \V ii,- 

MAM JDell : ‘ You fee, that the fame baptifm of the 
‘ Spirit tiiat makes us die with Clirift, doth alfo quick- 
‘ en us into his refurreefton, and dc]irivef us of otir 
‘‘own life; not that we may remrdn detul, but th.at ic 
‘ rnav cornmtinicatc to ns a better life t’aatt cur own, 
‘ even the life of Chrift hitnfel!'.’ Jokn (..'ratton'; 
‘ Can any mttn conclude that I’aul here fpcaks of 

* water baptifn ? Is it tiot jilainly f'.id, into Chrift ? 

* Not into lonfer, but into Chrifi, info d-eatli.’ Ro¬ 
bert Barclay conf.'ders Rom. vi. 3, 4.(iiii. iii. ?.]. 
and Col. ii. I 7 .. as c-xprc/Ting the ejfcibls of what he calls 
the baptifm of the Spirit/t-. 

• Vol. I. 189,197. t f>ee Pastoi.i/i. E^am. Vol. 1 . p. iSi. 

0.4 Vo 



344 Meaning oj'ihc JFords [Chap. V. 

If, in baptijm-, there Le an emblem of the defcenJing 
infuenccs of the Holy Spirit.^ pouring muji be the 
mode. But where, then, is the lawfulnefs of fprhikling., 
aj.d (f inunerfov, ibr wh;ch Dr. W. contends? Where 
the propriety of aM hiS rc.iiormig agcinll the idea of 
bapliOn hJng i. jpcclfic term? Why irifult the aii- 
thoiityr.’i oui di^Mve Daw'ivir, by ‘ varj’ing tire mode 
'■ aeiorJIng to clr.:::'i:/h)nees\ and by ‘referring the 
^ mode to the private judgment of the pcrfoii or per- 
‘ fofiS concerned ?''t’ If pouring must be the mode, 
it m:ij {; for there is, on this principle, no other that 
ran be juftified. 'i'hus ids argument confutes his 
hyjH)t!iehs, ?.iid he Lems to be in danger oi ’■fcreivinf 
a pof.tive'irdritute ‘ in the :)l.e ofbigoli’v.' 

Though i have already referred my rc.rdcr to Pa-- 
dobciptefn lix.tmii.ed, lor a more particular confidera- 
lion of tliis article; yet as not only Dr. W., but vari¬ 
ous of our modern oppofns, affedl to treat the idea 
of vnmerfion., when'annexed to the baptifm of the Htdy 
Spirit, with ridicule, I will here trrnfcribe the fol¬ 
lowing pafl'ages from learned Ptedobaptiftr, relative to 
that affair. Gurtlekus: ‘ Bor7!-Ti(r|!xof jh rii'Eu/u.aTj 
‘ huptifm in tic Holy Spirit, is immerfion into 
‘ the puj;,e waters of the Holy Spirit; or a rich .and 
‘ abundant communication of his gifts. For he on 
‘ v/horn the Holy Spirit is poured out, is as it were 
‘ iinincrfed 'into him.’ Bp. Reynolbs : ‘ The Spi- 
‘ rit, under the Gofpcl, is compared—to water; and 
< that not a little mcafarc, tafprinkle, or bedew, but to 
‘Jbai'TIv.e the faithful in: (Matt. ill. ii. Adis i. $.) 
* and that not in a font, or veflVl, which grows lefs 
‘ and lefs, but in a fpring, or living river.’ Ikenius: 
‘ Tiie Greek word patTmo-iUo? denotes the immerfion 


‘ of 


• ffc.'f oil Morrice, p. 131. 
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‘of a thing, or a perfon, into fomcthiiig—Here aifb 
‘ [Matt. iii. II. compared with Luke iii. 16 .] the 
‘ baptifm effing or that which is performed in fire^ mud 
‘ fignify, according to the liitnc f.mplicitt'of the letter, 
‘ an i/wni^ion^ or immerjion., into firc--and this the rather, 
‘ becaufc here, to baptize in the Spirit, and in fire, Arc 
‘ not only connected, but alfo oppo/'d to being baptized 
‘ tn ivatcr.' Le Clerc ; *• He foal! baptize you in the 
‘ Hc!y Spirit. As 1 plunge you in water, he fhall 
‘ plunge you, fo to (peak, in the Holy Spirit.’ Ca- 
SAUBON ; ‘ To hsptize, is fo imnierf, —and in this 
‘ fenfe the Apodles are truly fiid to be baptized;-for 
‘ the houfe in which this was done was filled with the 
‘ Holy Glioft, fo that the ApolUcs feemed to be plung- 
‘ ed into it, as into a fiilipool.’ (f rotius : ‘ To be 
‘ baptized here, is not to be (ligluly fprinkled, but to 
‘ have the Holy Spirit abundantly poured upon them.’ 
Mr. Leigh : ‘ Baptized ; that is drown you ail over, 

‘ dip you into the ocean of his grace; oppoiite to the 
‘ fprinkling which was in the law.’ Abp. Tillot- 
SGN: ‘ It [the found from heaven, Afts ii. 2 .] filed 
‘ all the houfe. 'I'liis is that v/hich—our Saviour calls 
‘ baptizing with the Holy Ghofl. So that they who 
‘ fat in the houfe were, as it were, iimnesjed in the 
‘ Holy Ghoft, as they who were buried with water, 

‘ were overwhelmed and covered .dl over with water, 

‘ which is th« proper notion of baotifin *.’ Bp. Hop¬ 
kins : ‘ Thofe that are baptized with the Spirit, are 
‘ as it yvirc plutiped jnfo that heavenly flame, whofe 
‘ fearching energy devours all their drol’;, tin, andbafe 
‘alloy t.’ Mr, lIiNRY Dopwei.i,: ‘ The words of 
‘ our Sav iour were made good, Te foall be baptized 
‘ [plunged or covered) with the Holy Spirit, as John 
* .Wayw, Serni. esevii. Vdl. X. |>. ua. izmo. f Ste 
I’ofMati. Exam. Vol. I. p. 41, 4:, i-, 59, 102, 103, 273. 

Q. 5 ‘ baptized 
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‘br.pti'/.i.‘cl with water, without it*.’ I'hus modern 
Paidcbaptills, who piahlifed pouring or fprinkling.— 
Let us now hear one of the ancients, v/ho wrote in 
tlie Greek language, and praSifed imnierfion. Cyril 
of Jerufalcm, who lived in the fourth century, fpcaks 
in the following mhnner. ‘ As he who is piunged in 
‘ water and baptized, is eucompafi'ed by the water on 
‘every fide; jo are tha tlzit arc wholly baptized by 
‘ the Spirit —There [under the Mofaic QEconomy] the 
‘ fervants of God were partakers of the Holy Spirit; 

‘ but here they were perfedfly baptized, or imme7fedy 
‘ ofhim -t'I'hefe tciHmoniesare quite fufficient, one 
would iin.igine, to vindicate our fenfe of the term 
t/ze, w'htn ufed allufively with reference to the gifts 
and influences of the Holy Spirit. 

Dr. W. lays an uncommon ffrefs on thofe words of 
the Apoflle, diwrs wajlolng!^ or baptifins J ; and con-, 
fiders the argument upon them in favour of pouring,, 
or cf fprinkling, as quite conclulive§. For thus, in 
the language of Mr. 'I'nwGOOn, he exprefTes himfelf: 

‘ Here is FULL FR(.)(_)F that the Scripture ufes the 
‘ word (ixTTTiC'f/.c; haptijm, in fo cENEiiAlfand large 
‘ a fenfe, evidently to comprehend fprinkling, if not 
‘chiefly to intend it. Sprinkling, then, in the judg- 

* meat of aiitinfpired writer, is an authentic and 0 i-. 

‘ VINELY INSTITUTED MANNER of baptizing.’ To 
v'hich the Doftor adds, ‘ It is with confummatc pru- 
‘ dence our opponents, while confulting the fiifety of 

* theircaufe—the essentiality of dlightly 

‘ pafs over, or at leaft very tcndcHy touch,-this palT- 

• '[n Crnrral Di'tu/ion of Orijiia::!, Ion bing Cods Rrventhg 
H-mfolf 10 ihi Rropiit Is, Ran 11 . Cliap. iv. § 7. f C,ii. i'-.u 
XVii. § S, *0. MiLJlts. J lltb. ix. 10. §V(.il. 11 . 

6(i—T-. 
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age*.’ Consummate prudence ! why, really, 
reader, it is a wonder he has not entirely deprived us 
of common fenfe, hy‘•confronting, breaking, and rout- 
‘ in every ‘ jdialanx’ of our arguments, and *■ the- 
‘ whole corps of Antipredobaptiiis,’ as he lias done. 
My opponent having condefeended, however, to ad¬ 
mit that our condudf, in the management of this con- 
troverfv, is ctinjhmmati'ly prudent; 1 fnall endeavour to 
preferve, if poilible, a coniifteiicy i.f charafter in that 
refpeci:, by very ‘ tenderly’ touching the palTage be¬ 
fore us. 

Were it granted, then, for the fike of argument, 
that in this text the word haptijm i^ ufed to denote 
jrouring and fprinkling, as weU as in’.inerfion; it 
would not follow, that the Chriftian inifitutc under 
our notice may be duly adminillereu by performing 
either one or another of thofe three different actions, 
for there are few terms, I prefiime, in anv language, 
tiuit arc not occaJtonciUy ufed in a lax meaning—a 
meaning different from their native, obvious, and or¬ 
dinary acceptation. Of this dilliiiction between the 
occafional, and the common fignification of terms, 
our author would certainly avail himfelf, were he dlf- 
puting with Sociiiians. Suppofm.:,, thes^fore, the 
word baptlfm to be here ufed in ail that latitude of 
meaning for which Dr. W. contends, n. is no proof 
that it fhould*bc f) underflood in the baptifmal fta- 
tute. For, were we at liberty to interpret the grand 
cnacling terms of a divine law, according to aii occa- 
lional and lingular ufe of thofe terms in fome paf- 
fages of Scripture | we might eafily model any inffitu- 
t!o;i or precept of CKrill agreeably to our own inclina¬ 
tions. 1 here is not a nan alive, a doflrinc, a promile. 


' Voi. ir. -7. 

Q.^ 


or 
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or a precept, contained in the infpired Volume, the 
tr; e i'enfe of which, upon this principle, might not be 
evaded. 

. .As the Apoftlc is not here fpeaking of Chr'ijiian 
bpptifm, hut of JrwiJlo purifications that arc entirely 
obfoletc; fo my opponent mufl: acknowledge, that in 
this Epiftle, and ii^this very Chapter, where fprinklhig 
zni pouring are indifputably intended, not ^X7CTKry.o(, 
but jiai'Tip.tof and c>i)(v(ri?y are the words employed to 
exprefs thofe aftions*—vrords, I may add, that are 
naturally adapted to convey thofe ideas, rather than 
any other. It is highly improbable, therefore, that 
the infoired Writer, having fo exprefsly diftinguifhed 
thofe different aftions by different words, Ihould in 
the very fiine context denote fprinkling, pouring, and 
immeruon, by a fingle term-—a term which, in its 
etymological and claffical fenfe, at leaft. Dr. W. him- 
felf, I prefume, will allow, is equally fitted to exprefs 
the act of immerfion, as the other two are to denote 
fprinkling and pouring. 

Let the exprefiions oper? 'Bx^rrurptoi;, here ufed, 
mean what they may ; Dr. W. has taught us, as al¬ 
ready obferved, tli.at thofe enacting words in the law 
of baptifm, (ixirril^ovTt; rtf orepas, fignify baptizing 
INTO the*name. Now this .ncceffirrily confines us to 
the performance of fomc action, which muff be cx- 
prefled by a*word that will naturally conne(fl with 
the particle into. But whatever variety of baptifmal 
purifications there was amoiig the ancient, Jews; or 
whatever of a fimilar variety ptir author may fuppofe 
there now is, in what he calls ‘ the Chriftian purifica- 
‘ tionwc may conclude, that it never was very com- 
jnon for cither jewifh prieffs, or Chriftian preaclicrs. 


• See Heb. ix. 13, 19, 21, 22- xi. 28. xii. 24. 

to 
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to fprinkU^ to pour, to "moJ}), or even to purify peifons 
INTO anything. Yet the law of Chriflian baptifni 
requires tliis; and, confequently, the argument againft 
us from tlie pafl’age under confidcration is inconclu- 
iivc. 

Paul, when cxhorti.ng the church at Ephefus to keep 
the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace, cn^orcfts his 
exhortation by mentioning a variety oiunities, among 
which are the f -Ihuing: One Lord, one faith, one 
baptifm. l'h:’.t is, one and the fame Lrrd to bc’obeyeci; 
02ie and the I'vne faith to be profcfi'ed; one and the 
fame baptifn to be adminiifcred. On the ground of 
this apoitolic afll-rtion wc are, therefore, authorized 
to conclude; 'I'hat the New 'f'etoment i* equally a 
ilranger to different Ipecics of Chriflian baptijrn, as to 
difTerent fpecies of the# Chriflian faith, or different 
Lords of the Chriflian church; and hence the pro¬ 
priety of baptifm being mentioned, as an argument for 
Chriflian unity. —But had the converts at Ephefas 
confidcred baiitifm as exifling under various dijlinSf 
fpecies, lihe the ancient ceremonial puriheations; it is 
hardly to be fuppofed that, on this occafion, Paul would 
have pleaded the unity of baptifn. Becaufe it is not 
eafy to difeern, either the propriety, or the fenfe, of 
faying; ‘ Endeavour to keep the unity op thdSpirit in 
‘ the bond of peace. I’o this union of Sjiirit you are 
‘ implicitly, but flrongly urged, by the unity of bap- 
‘ tifm; which^ you know, is extremely various, both 
‘ as to th^ fubje£t, and. the action. The fuhjc.ds of 
‘ baptifm, you need not.be informed, are very different. 
‘ For, cither they are fuch as make a credible profef- 
^ fton of repentance hnd faith; or fuch as make nopre- 
‘ tenfion to faith and repentance, but arc willing to be 
‘ baptized; or mere infants, that arc naturally inca- 
‘ pabk of any knowledge or will refpc'fling the ordi- 

‘ nance. 
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‘nance.—The denominated baptizing., admits 

* of flill greater variety. For it may be performed, 

* vvitli equal acceptance from God, by immnfr.ig the 
‘whole body of a candilatc in waiter; '^y pouring a 
‘ little water upon the fubjeiS ; by jprinkling a few 
‘ drops of water his head, his face, or his bread; 
‘ bv any v/.ay putting him into a Jiate nf wetness ; 
‘ ot by bringing his jicrfon raid the element into con- 
‘ T ACTION.’—An admirable method, this, to promote- 
unity of Spirit among th-e Chiiilian Ephclians f Baji- 
tifm confiils of different Ipccics ; is this, that, and the 
other ; may be performed on a variety of fubjedts, by 
a dill greater variety of fpecific adtions: and, there¬ 
fore, it is an ordinance moll: happily adapted to pro¬ 
mote UNITY of Spirit among. Chriffian converts ! 

'i’hc apoRle, <in our author’s principles, when 
fneaking of the Adofaic inllitutes, might as well have 
fiid, There xias one purificfition by water-, as, v.-hen 
adverting to a Chriltian ordinance. There i> one hap- 
iifn. NiU', according to the data, afl'ertions, and rea- 
fenings of my opponent, Paul might have reverled 
the application of his two phrafes, invi'.Ri, baptifms, 
and ONE b.jptifm: ufing the former to indicate that 
variety ot diflerently qualified fubjects, and modes of 
performance, which the ‘ Chriftian purification’ ad¬ 
mits ; and tke latter, to denote the lefs diverfified ufe 
of w'ater in ceremonial cleanfings among the Jews. 
For, if the principles of Dr, W. be juft, jnd his ar¬ 
gumentation conclufive, Chriftian baptitin admits of' 
a much greater variety, as to the ufe of water, than 
did the Jewifh purifications.—iTo not rccolleff that 
ceremonial purification by water was effedfed, among 
the chofen tribes, except by bathing in it, or being 
fprinkled with it; and, when fpriiikled, it was not 
mere water, bat water mixed with the afhes of a 

burnt 
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burnt heifer, 'i Irj fpccies, however, of what our au¬ 
thor calls, ‘ the Chriftian purificatioii by water,’ arc 
wondcrfullv various, as will appear from the following 
rnclnction of paiTicul.irs. 

'I'hat Englilh Ihedohaptifts in general conf deran/OT- 
inerfion of the v\ h< Icb >dy in ’,vatcr,/>wr/?;.;r a little water 
on the face, and fpriuH-ri^ a few drops iiiion it, as three 
dilb’nCt modes of ‘ p.m iiieation’ th.rt are ecpially valid, 
my reader needs, no information: to which the fol¬ 
lowing diff-erenr inodes of proceeding may be added, 
as either Ifaieddy or oreafionally prarliied by Ptedo- 
b.ptids. Thii', Mr. (jEotteti; Day: ‘ 1 auaiinifler 
‘ vh: (>i\iinancc hy d'pptu^^ the jtice oi liie .perfoii in 
‘ ihe water*.’ Bp. Bur.vet informs us, that fome 
pour water 0)1 the J-urkfur: oi ih; licaJ •(. Among 
tiic Lutheran.s, in Saxony, Dcnm.irk, and Norway, 
‘ the n.ilced head of the child is held over the font, and 
‘ the prieft pours Water three time:.-, over it, while he is- 
‘ pronouncing tiic ufual baptifinal words j jxmring 
‘ once in tbe name of the Father, a fccond time in the 
‘ iiame of the Son, and a third time in the naine of 
‘ the Ploly Ghoft +.’ In the Ritual oi' the t'lurch of 
Milan, Mr. Barclay informs iir, it is ‘ordered tliat 
‘ the head of the infant be three times plunged into 
‘ the water ]j.’ The Liti!rg;y of Zurich enjoins three 
handfuls of water to be poin ed on tiie fiitehcad of the 
infant§. John he Saint V.alier, bifliop of Qiie- 
bec, publiibcd a Ritual for tiic ufe of his diocefj, in 
which he ordered, thatVhen pouring is ufed, it fhould 
be performed by tidtiiig a little cruet of baptifinal 

* Perriinjivc I'l full C ji. l,itler of 

his Truv/l;, p. S-,. f fn Mr. Honi.s.sos'j Utfl. of Ue.jr.ifm, 
p- 'it, Vi,l. !'>c:n iii K'l 1 Lijriti/t. Tht-.lo". I'ol/m. Pars IT. 
O.ip. III. 5 . i-a. p. 7.’''. II fms. Anick Uuptijm. 
S 2 i'. Mr. KoniI-.'iO.N's i!jl. of ls.:p. p. 53;- 
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water, and pouring it three limes \n fonrt of a crofs 
upon the head of the infant* * * § . Mr. Johnson, a 
Brownill, ivajhed the face\. .Dr. (juyse icpreft iUs 
the Harbinger of our Lord as baptizing thus: ‘ It 
‘ feems to me, that the people Rood in ranks near to, 
‘ or juft within the edge of the river; and John paR- 
‘ ing along befoite them caj} water upon their heads 
‘ or faces, with his hands, or fome piroper injlr-d- 

* mer,t%d So Jfrome Lono, a T’ortuguefe jefuit, 
informs us, that he aiid his aRiifaiits, wlicn in AhvR. 
Rnia, ‘placed in ranks thofe who were Rifficicntly 
‘ inftrudfed, and paifing through with great vdTels of 
‘ w.ater, ba|-)tized them according to the form pre- 
‘ feribed by the church. As their number was very 
‘ great, we cried aloud,— Thofe of this ran!; are named 
‘ Anthony — Thofe of ihm rank^ PjiTER-~an(l did 

* the fame among the women, whom we feparated 
‘from among the men||.’ It was the opinion of 
fome in former ages, that a perfon is baptized, on 
whatever part of the body the w'ater may fall §: and 
Dr. Watts allures us ‘ the Greek word baptize 
‘ figriines to v/alh any thing, propei ly, by water co;n- 
‘ ing OVER [not upon'\ it—That the Greek word 
‘ fignifics walhing a thing in -general by water com- 
‘ing over it, and not always dipping^.’ In the Ri¬ 
tual publiftied by Dp. Vai,ier, before mentioned, a 
querift informs the biftiop, ‘ I'hat as children were 
‘ apt to he afraid of the prieft, it had been a cuftom to 
‘ baptize by moiftening the- hand with baptifmal wa- 
‘ ter, and rubbing it on the forehead, and fometimes to 
‘ b.aptizc with a fponge. Were Rich haptifms valid ? 

• Idrnu p. -I' 'Neai.e’5 Ty?. cf theP ; trilans , Vcl. I. 

p. i; 4 ;, r.p),. Octavo Edit. f AeV, on Matt. iii. 6. li In 

Roiu.NtoN, t'/ /'//-At. 5 Vi vrMrK Ihjl. Lab/. Sccul. XIIJ. 

§ 164. In Antipxd. Exau:. Yol. li. p.105. 
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‘ The cafuifls reply; AfFuuon is not tulntial, anJ 
‘ baptifm adminiftcreci by a on./u, or ais 
‘ valid*.’ Our violtyit opponent, M:. Lewei.yn, 
when fpealcing of the term baptize, iniiils; That ‘ if 
‘a perfon does but touch the water, he has dc'O.e 
‘ every thing neceHariiy implied in the wordf.’ Nav, 
tliis, on t!ie prijic'ples of i 3 r. W*, is all iha.t is re¬ 
quired; bjcaufe it includes what lie tiegaiiily calls 
‘ a contaEiion of the tjerfon and the element;’ and as 
he elfcwiiere v/ii'n coiifumn.ate propria ty cxpreii'es him- 
felf, it brintts the fubieft ‘ into a Itate of tCf/.'vyi 
Once more: I'iieio is another fpecics of our au¬ 
thor’s piirilicatio:! defcribtd by a late writer, who 
fpea'cs as hfilows. ‘ A thoufatid ingenious devices 
‘ have been invented to r.dininiiler b: rlirrn by Iprini:- 
‘ ling in extraoriiii iiy Vail?. it would Ihock the 
‘ modetly of pcopie unufed to fuch a ceremony to re- 
‘ late the law of the cafe. SuSce it, di-ertfore, to ob- 
‘ ferve, that if the hand ox foot ohlv of a babe dying 
‘with its mother in the biith be fpiinhietl, it is bap- 

* tifm, and the child is faved—Father JaRo..a Fi.o- 
‘ RENTINI of Lucca publiiheJ a feurth edition of a 
‘ middle fized quarto—to explain, conhip.:, and direct 
‘ the baptifm of infants unborn. A book is feldam 

* feen graced with fo many imprimaturs and rcconi- 
‘ mendations—liven in the prefent times an humane 
‘ dodtor of di'nnity and laws of Paicnr.t!* 'in the year 
‘ fcventecn hundred and fifry-onc, publiiiied at Milan, 

* in the It^ilian tongue, a book of three lumdrcd and 
‘ twenty pages in quai'So, dedicated to.all the guardian 
‘ angels, to direct prielts and phylicians how to fecure 

* tlie eternal falvatioji of infants by baptizing them, 
‘ when they could not be born. Tire furgical inllru- 

'■ In P.OBtXsON', ut fi'j;ra, p. 457. \ DuSi. of Btl'.ifm, 

p. 1 S 5 . 1 Vol. 11. 13 b. 

‘ merit 
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‘ ment and proccfs cannot be mentioned here ; and the 
‘reader is come to a point in the hiiiory of Infant 
‘ fprinlclliig, where Englilh m^jdeil'y comji.ls him to 
‘ retreat and retire*.’—Relative to the bapti?,ing of a 
human fetus, Luther aiks j ‘ An parvulus nondurn 
‘ natus pojjit^ ponedta ex utero inanu vel pede, br.p- 
‘ tizari ?’ 'I'o which he an.fwers, ‘ Hie nihil teinere 
‘judico, meamque ignoianienn confiteor f 

'I he Ipecies of Chriltian bapliiiTi how admirably di- 
vcrfified ! The vatictv of wavs in wliicii Dr. W.’s 
clcT.iding rite m;'.y be performed, how great f My 
opponent informs us, that ‘he zhirirs the mode of r.d- 
‘ miniftration according to J and, fure- 

ly, circumftances, inclinations, and whims, mufl: be 
very fingular indeed, if among the fore-mentioned par¬ 
ticulars there be not fomething to fuit them. For 
immerfion, pouring, and fprinkling, are all of them 
varied and ufed in different ways. Solemnly to irn- 
mtrfz tkc zuhilr hott'j cf a candidate, is -admittc-l by 
every author of learning aird of candour to be real 
baptifm: but, befides thst, we Lave here a fmgle dip¬ 
ping of the face^ and the dipping c.f the head three 
times. 'To pour water on the face i.s a common prac¬ 
tice j but. here we are prelented witli pouring v/atcr 
on the baek part of the luad j pouring water three 
times on the head-, pouring- three handfuls of wntei' on 
t\\f:forehead ; pouring water three tim.vs in the form 
of a crofs ; and pouring w.-iter on any part of the 
body. Sprinklhig the faces' ol individuals, one by 
one, is ulfo a common jaradiice among our Proteilant 
Dilfenting Brethren; but here ,we are taught that, 
befides this leifurcly and cautious way of proceeding, 
if there be a number of candidates, the adminiftrator 

Mr. RoRir.'soN’s Tlijt. of Bay. p. 45^1 4S3- t ('■‘> 1 ’- 
tivilas Bifilonicu. Opera, Tom. II. fol. I'i. + ^'ol. II. 409, 
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may place them }n ranks, and, with his hrnd, a fcoopy 
or fome other inftruinent, caji wafer ii]ion the heads 
or faces of half a dozan at once ; that the fart of the 
body on which the water may fall is not material; and 
that unborn infiints may be fprinkk-d by the ufe of 3 
fvringe .— 'Fhefe modes of purifying, though greatly 
diverfjiied, do not, however, exha'*lf all the different 
fpecies of baptifm ; for tliere are fevcral others which 
do not properly fall under the notion of either dipping, 
pouring, or fj)! inkling; but rather under that general 
idea which Dt. \V. has happily expreffed, by a ‘ cen- 
‘ iufl'ion of the peifon and the clement;’ or by bring¬ 
ing the fubjcct into a ‘ ftatc of vjetnrfs,’ Si;ch, for 
inflance, are waflmig the face', rubbing the forehead 
W’itli a wet hand; applying a wet fponge ; or by water 
touching any part of the* body: each of which my op¬ 
ponent mult confider as a fpecies of baptifm, becaufe 
there is ‘ a contattion of the perfon and the clement.* 
Nay, were we to underftand the extradl from Dr. 
Watts in a ftridtly literal fenfe, it might lead us to 
think of a pcrfoii being baptized, without even that con- 
taSlion taking place. For he, once ami again, explains 
the term baptize-.is meaning to walh anything, not by 
putting it into water, nor yet by water being applied 
to it; but by water coming over it: which does not 
imply z contaction of rlvj fubiedf and the eiement. it 
is freely adnrit#ed, however, thattlic cti:,i*rated author 
had no fuch idea, though he fo exprelled himfelf: but 
hence it appears tk;'t Dr. Watts, as well as Dr. 
(Jill, when difcouifihg on the term lapiiz:, w^as 
capable of exprcTlipg himfelf inadvertently—From 
the preceding confiJjratipns it is ajrparent, tii it if t'lofe 
wmrds of the Anoftle, divers baptifms, prove any tiling 
.againft us in this cont!\.verfy, they piovo too much ; 
and, therefore, that our author’s couliJcnt boafting, 

relative 
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relative to the pafi'agc, is tiiifoundcc!. But I n.cc'l- 
Jeilmyfclf, anJ muft not hero further cnlar Tc ; left, in 
the eftiinate of Dr. W., I ftifiuK! k-te ir.y cliaraitcr 
for ‘ccnfiimmate prudencea. c'nrjfct r, doubtlcfs, 
that is much more eaf'ly loft than ohtain.-'d. 

My oppoiK'iit, I obferve, not only avows the lau'-. 
fulriof of immerlicrti, but acknowledges that it is ooc.i- 
fionally praflifti by hlrflf'. while, nev-; rtlulfls, he 
apparently endeavours to expiod- the practice as i-f-n- 
to/nftil>Ie and ridicidous, Refpedding the frirmer, his 
language is: ‘ 7 'hcy mnft be ratherand 
‘ perhaps imprudi'n!^ who deny irnTierfioti to be a fpe- 
‘cics of baptizing—If beprizin:'; be iv ither more nor 
‘ lefs than dipphtj .,1 have the certatuis of at leaft fone- 
‘ times EAFTiziN'G ini'aar:: andi fuch arc dipped a 
'■fdtond time, all the \Vv)r!<! miift know they will be 
'■ Aniihaptljh*.' Nay, he fays ; ‘ I own it does not 
‘ appear to me likely that one uniform mode [cf admi- 
‘ niftration] prevailed eveii in the rpflcHc . 

It feems to be ‘ his opinion,’ thcrcforc, that immernon 
was, at- Icaft, foraetiines praftifed by t'le Apiftlcs. 
Hence it is plain, that dipping is botii ccnudcrcd and 
ufcj by him, as warranted by divine Lr;v .—But let us 
now hear him on die ct’icr lido, and fee- in what a con¬ 
temptuous manner he treats imincrfiori. 

He dcnorjiinatc'^, for inftc.ncL, the aJaiiniftratur-, 
‘ commiftionedOur practicX' he calls ‘ the 
^ plu'tjjng plan-,' and our fentimonts, ‘ the plunging 
^principles.' He charges our view of ba^ptlfm with 
‘ reprefenting J'ohn as an amphibious animal, liviu.g a 
‘ great part of his time up to the middle in.water.' He 
quotes with approbation Mr. De Courcey, where he 
fpeaks of plunging ‘ head-over-ears.' He calls the 

■' Vol. II. ICr, 409. f Vul. I. 195, 196. 

immerfion 
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iinmerfioa of candidates ‘ their ghostly burial.’ 
Without, in die Icaft, adverting to the proof which I 
have produced, that the reprefentation which Dr. 
Guyse and Mr. J. Wj.sley have given of John’s 
baptizing in Jordan, is cieleilahly farcical *; ho con- 
fiders our view of die ancient fact as having a ten- 
denev to expofe the coadii.t of John to the ridicu! c 
of Infidels: and he infiniiates, thabimmeiTiori ori¬ 
ginated in a mljljLcn againfl I’agan fuperfti- 

tion f.—In thefo and firnilar particulars Dr. W, 

‘ lliows his opinio:i,’ and inaiiifelds his enmity againll: 
immerfion ; but that he cxprelles ci.her his ‘ caiiJoiir’ 
or his ‘ prudence’ in fo doing, is not fo clear. Be- 
caufe, for an auihc'r to acknowledge the divine rhlit 
of im.nerfion, and to avow' it as occafioailly 
by HIMSELF, while he endeavours to explode the 
pra'clice as ridicui 'us, iiasa very aw'kvvarJ appearance. 
Had his favourite Antipx'dobapti.T:, Mr. Elliot, 
ufed this opprobrious language, there would have been 
little reafonfor wondcrjorlora charg 5 of inconfillency; 
but for Dr. Vv’. at any tiine to act on the plunging prin¬ 
ciples., i\vi plunging puin, and as a commljjwned plun- 
OER—for him to practife, as divinely authorized, what 
iiereprefeiits asoriginatingin a grofs mljlnke,hy plung¬ 
ing an infant, or an adult, head-over-cars\ for,HlM to 
give any one a ghostly burial, and by fo doing to 
provoke the laugh of Infideis, is very extraordinary ! 
Taking the ojijjofite parts ofhis dccifive opinion in 
conneftion, the refult is ; That imnurjlon being com¬ 
pletely ‘W.irriiiited by dlvin'i l:nv, and by npoflollc prac¬ 
tice, he has no o'ljedlion tr nje it: hut, as that mode of 
praSlice Is ridiculous, joe thinks it his duty to explode it. 
So truly has he obf.rved, that‘ wonders never ceafe j!’ 

* See/’ wy/o/vi/'. L.r ./w. Vul. I. [1. 237—247. f Vol. Tf.ii;, 
l-t, lE i, 84,17 2, 17. CAb'rJ (70, i6y, 172, i 33 . Vol.fl. it,. 

I will 
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I will here produce two or three quotations from 
learned Predobaptlfts, to reprove my opponent for his 
inconftjicney., and for treating that as rn.'/V«ibai, which 
is of itfelf foiemn, and has aij.ivinc fandtion. Thus, 
then, Mr. Ellys: ‘ I muft needs fay, I'hat nothing 
*■ in the world doth (and I think 1 may fa)^, ought) 
‘ more to prejudice me again!!: any religion, than to 
‘ find it cunftrawed in its defence, to fiy undecent 
‘ things of that which it gr.mts to he [coiitai.oed in] the 
^ word of God *.’ — Dr. \Vi;kdki 50 RN, having de- 
feribed the adininiftration of baptifn, as performed in 
a fmall river, by a B..ptiil mi!iiiier,and in his own pre- 
fence, can.hdiy fiys; ‘ I confefs, that before I fiw this 
‘ baptifnal a-if, i had no great expectation of its ex- 
‘ citing 'much devotion; but 1 h>und the contrary. 

‘ Never could any acl of baptijm have a nearer refem- 
‘ hlanceto ii'oje perfornndin 'the river "Jordan^ norcon- 
‘ fequently better aililt the imagination of thufe, wlio 
‘ had read the account of baptizings in the Bible with 
‘any veneration,'than this imitation: indeed, I ob- 
‘ ferved fame of thofe who were prcl'ent fhedding 
‘ tears fHow diiFerent is the language of this rc- 
fpectable foreigner, from tiiofe exprefEons of our author, 
hcad-over-ears.^ wxd ghoftly burial! yet Dr. Wenoe- 
EORNT ij, an ‘ unexceptionable witnefs.’ 

Thus alfb Dr. ’IVale, wlien fpealcing of the pri¬ 
mitive Chriilians: ‘ Their general and ordinary way 
‘ was to baptize by immerfion, or dipping the perfon, 
‘ whether it were an infant, or grown man or woman, 
* into the water, 'i'his is fo plain and clear by an 
‘ infinite number of paflageS, that as one cannot but 
'■pity the WEAK ENDEAVOURS effuch Pecdobaptijis e:s 

Pnf’rva/hr agah.id Po/ierv, Tide III. p. ic;. + Vicovob 
Emdaud towardi the Cofc of ihe Eigbicenih Cerili!rj,'S<A. 11. p. 
40 i, 4 o?. 


‘ would 
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* would maintain the negative of it •, fo alfo we oucjht 
‘ TO DISOWN AND SHOV/ A DISLIKE OF THE FRO- 
‘ FANE SCOFFS which fme people give to the Englijh 
‘ Antipcedobaptijii^ merAy for their ufe of dipping. ’ I'is 
‘ one thing to maintain, that that circumilance is not 
‘ abrolutcly neceflary to the ejfence of baptifin; and 

* anoiher, to go about to reprefent it as ridiculous and 
'■fooUjh., or as jhamful and indi'ccnf: when it was in 
‘ all probability the way In* which our blefled Saviour, 

‘ and for certain was the mofl- ufual and ordiinry way 
‘ by which the ancient CiiriRians, did receive tlicir 
‘ baptifin—^’Tisa great want of prudence, as well as 
‘ of honelty, to refufe to grant to an adverfarv, what is 
‘ certainly true, and may be proved fo. It creates a 
‘ icaloLifly of all the reft that one fays—’^I'is plain 
‘ that the ordinary .and genera! pracfice of St. John, the 
‘ Apofties, and primitive cluirch, w’as to baptize 
‘ bv putting the perftn into the water, or caufing 
‘him to go into the water. Neither do 1 know of 
‘any Prote/Iaut who has denied it, and hut VERY 
‘ FEW men of learning that have denied, that where it 
‘ can be ufed wdth f ifety of health, it is the nioft fit- 
‘ ting way—John the third and twenty third, Mark 
‘the firft and fifth, Adts tbccighth and tliirty eighth, 

‘ arc undeniable proofs that the baptized perf<*n ordina- 
‘ rily went into the w'ater, and foinetiines the baptift 

* too. We ftiould not know by thefe accounts whe- 
‘ ther the whoJe body of the baptized was put under 
« water, head and all, were it not for two later proofs, 

* which fec»n to me to put it out of queftion. One, 

* that St Paul does twice*, in an allufive Way of fpeaking, 
‘ call baptifin a burigl ; which allufion is not fo proper, 
‘ifwe conceive them to have goncinto the wateronlyup 
‘ to the arm-pits, and fo on; as it is if their whole body 
■* wasiromerfed. The other, the cuftom of the near fuc- 

‘ cceding 
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‘ ceeding times—As for ffrinkltngy I fay as Mr. 

‘ Ri.ake at its firft coming up in England, Let them 
‘ defend it that ufe /f—I'hey [who are inclined to Prcf- 
‘ byierianifm] are hardly prevailed on to leave off that 
‘ fcarulilr.is cuftom of having their children, though 
‘ never fo v/cll, baptized out of a bafin, or porringer, 

‘ in a bed-chamber; hardly perfuaded to bring them 
‘ to church; muc^i farther from having tlicm dlffcd, 

‘ though never fo able to ei’idurc it —Well, reader, 
what think you of this remarkable tefeimony ? It 
comes from an ‘ exxcptiojiable v;itncfs’—from one 
who, it is prefumed, were he now living, would excr- 
tife no fiuall degree of pity toward my opponent, for 
his nianv irvv.x endeavourswould reprobate his 
condad, {or fnecring at the pradtice of immcrficn; and 
would be amazed to find a Pool or in divinity and a 
Pi'otrjlant, not only ib ’•pl'inpi againft’ the truth, but 
fo inconfifient with himf.df. 

Dr. Wai.e, I phferve, feems to intimate in the 
pafi’aye adduced, that Protefianr authors are more dif- 
pofesf than Roman Catholics, to acknowledge the fact 
wliich he afi'erts; but the following quotations will 
fliow, that the molt learned and eminent writers of 
the Romifbi communion are equally againft my oppo¬ 
nent. Thus, for example, Paciaudi: ‘Was our 
‘Lord Chrift baptized by This is fo far 

‘ from being true, that notiting is more oppofite to 
‘ truth.’ Thusalfo Vicecomes; ‘ I will never ceafe 
‘ to proftfs and teach that only itmaerfion iq water, exr 
‘ cept in cafes of neceflity, iy. lawful baptifin in the 
‘ church. I will refute that fiilfe notion, that baptifin 
‘ was adminiftered in the primitive church by pouring 

* tVft. of Inf. Hip. Part II. Cli.ip. ii, Difence,pi. i^9) '3'» 
140, 147- 

‘ or 
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* or fpriiikling.’ He proceeds to proo^ and particu¬ 
larly refutes the objciSion taken from the baptifm of 
three thoufand in one day by the Apoftles, by obferv- 
ing—that it was a loni^ fummer-day—that the words 
pronounced in baptifm were as long in the mode of 
fprinkling as in that ojf dipping—that dipping might 
be performed as quick as fprinkling; and fo on*. 
'I'o the teftimony of Bossuet bifluJp of Mcaux I have 
already referred f. 

My opponent infinuates, that we are beholden to 
Popery for the pradlice of immeriion. 'Phus he fpt-aks; 
*• It is urged, ’J hat dipping was in nfe far thirteen him- 
‘ tired years-, i. e. through the darkeft times of Popery! 
‘what a mighty recornnunJation:!'!’ But are not 
the apojloiic times included iti thofc thirteen hundred 
years ? and was the chiq’ch then corrujited \vith what 
is now called Popn-yl Siippofing I were to fay, and 
.j'-roducc teflirnonies in proof of the fait; Conmitinion in 
hath kinds iL'a: conjiantly pratlifd for thirteen hundred 
years', would rny opponent think of ‘confronting, of 
‘ breaking, and of routing my plialanx’ of arguments 
by confidenriy replying? ‘ That is, through the dark- 
‘ eft times oi'i’opery ! V/hat a mighty recommenda- 
'* tipii!’ Or iujjpofing it w’ere laid, Reading the Scrip¬ 
tures, public piayer, and homiletic inftrudiion, were 
praitifed in the church for thirteen centuiies; would 
it beconfiderctl as a fufficient confutation for any one 
to anfwer, ‘That is, through the darkeft times of 
< Popery ?’ How oftcy nmft I complain of our au¬ 
thor, for confidently ‘ fhowing his opinion^ v/ithout 
‘ anfwering his pari^ eVen while he pretends to give 
‘ a FULL reply ?’ • 

*'■ I'll ATr. RoniMsos'’saf p. 4;3, 454, 4 ' 5 ‘:- 

Vide Vu'l'.eoMiTlS Olferieat. Eate/di!}, de ihit'uj. But'. Rilii. 
L. IV.C.vi, vii. t Seep. 31.' ' I Vol. II. *sr,. 

R Every 
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Every competent judge will acknowledge, I pre- 
fume, that the ninth and following centuries down ta 
the Reformation, may be juftly reckoned the ‘ darkejl 

* times of Popery.’ Now, thaf. ‘ unexceptionable wit- 
‘ nefs,’ and learned Lutheran, Hollazius, ijiforms 
us; ‘ That in the beginning of the primitive church, 
‘ baptifm was adininiftered by immeriion.’ Then he 
adds: ‘Baptizandi4S,dL-poritisvefiimcntis, influmende- 

* feendebat, et nudus aqua; ipuiiergebatur : qua ratione 

‘ Chriftus (Matt. iii. 13, zb.) dicitur protimis afeend- 
‘ ifle ex Joui ii'iC. id. prius defeenderat, ct probabile eld, 
‘ ictwn Cii-p::s Chri/li fuijfe proceeds: 

‘ But the culloit; of baptizing by afperfion prevailed in 
‘ the Welli-rn [or i’ap.d] church, after the age of 
‘ (jRn'jc^fty, about the year eight hundred andfeven- 
‘ ty ftt'c; and, by degrees, tlirough almoll all the 
‘ Wei, the rite f f iinmeruon becarne obfolete 

Still furtiier to ‘confront ;uid to rout’ this dogrna- 
tizisig coiiJucl, I will prefmt my reader with an ex¬ 
tract from anoihcr'‘ untxccprionable witnelV—from 
an author, I will venture to fay, not lefs learned, nor 
lefs acquainted with fubjecls of this kind, tlian my op¬ 
ponent. Thus, then. Dr. W all ; ‘ France feems to 
‘ liave beeji the firfl country in the uwrld., where bajr- 
‘ tifm by uffujion was nfed ordinarily to iierfons in 
‘ health, aiid in the public way of adminiltenng it— 
‘ They [the Ali'embly of Diviiwsat Wcuminller] re- 
‘ formed xi\z“font into a bajin. ^Fhis learned Aflem- 
< bly could not remember, that fonts to baptize in, 
‘ had been always ufed by the primitive Chriltians, 
‘ long before the beginning of Popery, and ever fince 
‘ churches were built: but that, fprinkling, for the 

* Toeo/or. Pars III. Seft. II. Cap.iv. p. 107B, 1079. Holro. 
I 74 »- 

‘ common 
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‘ common ufe of baptizing, was really introduced (in 
‘ Franee firft, and then in other Popijh countries) in 
‘ times of Popery. And that accordingly, all those 

‘ COUNTRIES IN WHICH THE USURPED POWER OF 

‘ THE Pope is, or has formerly been owned, 
‘have left off dipping of children in 

‘ THE FONT : BUT THAT ALL OTHER COUNTRIES 
‘ IN THE WORLD, WHICH WAD NEVER REGARDED 
‘HIS AUTHORITY, DO STILL USE IT : AND THAT 
‘ BASINS, EXCEPT IN CASE OF NECESSITY, WERE 
‘ NEVER USED BY Papists, or any other 
‘Christians whatsoever, till by THEM- 
‘ SELVES—'What has been faid of tliis cuftom of 
‘ pouring or fprinkling water in the ordinary* life of 
‘ baptifm, is to be undeiilood only in rcfei enco to 
‘ thefc VFefternparts of Europe: for it is iifed ordi- 
‘ narily no where dfe. The Greek Church, in all 
‘ the branches of it, docs ftill ufe iinmerfton ; and they 
‘ hardly count a child, except in cafe of ficknefs, 
* well baptized without it. And fo do all other Cln if- 
‘ tlans in the tvorld, except tlie Latins. Tliat which 
‘ I hinted before, is a rule that does not fail in any 
‘ particular that I know of; viz. All the nations of 
‘ Chriflians, that do now, or formerly did faUmit to 
‘ the authority of the Bifiiop of Rome, do ordinarily 
‘ baptize their infants by pouring or fprinklipg. And 
‘ though the Englifli received not this cuftoin till after 
‘ the decay of Popery, yet they have fince received it 
‘ from fuch rpeighbour nations as liad began it in the 
‘ tirne of the Pope’s power. But all othtr Chr'ijlians 
‘ in the ■worlds toho tiiver owned the Pope’s ufurpsd 
‘ power^ dof and ever did,, dip their infants in the 
‘ ordinary ufe To this remarkable tcliimony from 

lliji.of Part TT. Chap. ix. Edit, the Sccoad. 

R 2 Dr. 
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Dr. Wall, I will add the following from Sir John 
Floyer: ‘ The Church of Rome hath diawn Ihort 

* compendiums of both facrayients. In the eucliarift, 

* they ufe only the wafer, —and, inftead of the imincr- 
‘fion, they INTRODUCED afpcrfion 

Now, reader, what think you of ihefe teftimonies ? 
Are they not ‘ pjump againfl’ o\ir author ? Do tliey 
not abfolutcly reverfe hi? infinuated and groundlefs 
charge? Nay,as the Clergyman and thcPhyfician are 
unexccptionablj witn.iTcs,(io they notconvift pouring 
and I'pi inkling of originating in tliejufurpation of the 
man of fin ? ^Vhy? then, as Dr. W, had thefe things 
before him iii the work he pretended completely to an- 
fwer, did he entirely overlook them ? Why, in tlie 
plenitude of his polemical prowefs, did he not at lead 
*confroiii.,’ if he did not' ‘ break’ and thoroughly 
‘ rout, the ph.il.mx ?’ But, had he attacked with rc- 
folution and xeal die Epifc:;palian clergyman and the 
medical knight, it might have been the worfe for their 
characters. Hecaufe, in fuch cafe, it is probable he 
would either have purfued them with the hue-and-cry 
of bigotry, or have pronounced them inamoratoes and 
in a ftate of llrong temptation. Podibly, however, my 
oppofer may pofltfi a confiderabie fhare of that ‘ con- 
‘ fummatc prudence’ which, in another cafe, he af- 
cribes to us; and wliich induced him, out of tender- 

* nefs to htmfelf and his caufe,’ to let them efcape vvith- 
Jut notice. 

H avimr confidered the principal things, contained in 
our author’s dong Chapter,. Concerning the Significa¬ 
tion of the terms BAPTIZE and baptism; I arri re¬ 
minded of certain fubterfug' S which h we been ufed to 
evade the natural anti proper fenfe of Greek terms, by 


* Hijl. of Cold litUhing, p. I;. Edit, the Fifth. 
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thofe-who deny the endlefs punifhment of the \.. fd, 
and of the replies whidi frnc of tlulr (>p,rr/‘iits have 
made when detctSting th ■’ ! ; which replies, 

inutatis inntandis-, will to the conduit of Dr. 

W. refpecling the word /’/■p.'. r.:c. 1 hii=, then, Dr. 

Jonathan Edwards, againil Dr. Chauncy; 

‘ Dr. C. fays, “ "I'hat a,^m and cAuvioi may llgnify a 
“ limited duration;” [and] maiiifeltJy aiT.ues, on this 
‘ head, from poffthillty to prJiH!hilify\ and even to fad. 

‘ He fays, “ if xiuuioi may fignify a period of time 
“ only, there is not a lliadow of aji interference be- 
“ tween its corincxtion with the puniflirnent of wicked 
“ men, and their being finally f.ivrd.” 1 hat is, il it 

* may pofihly fignify a period of time only, if is ahfo- 
‘ lately certain that when it is applied tofuturc'pnniih- 

* nienf, it does fignify a period of time only— 1 lie 
‘ Dodtor fays, “ Thcfe -words, atuv and aiwuo?, are 
“ evidently more hofe and general in their meaning, 
“ than the Englilh words eternity [and] everirfiing — 
“ If it were not fo, how comes it to pufs th.at aiw» 
“ and xtunto; will not always bear being tran/lated 
“ eternity^ cverlajiing?" By the fame argunient it 
‘ may be proved, that the words eternity and everlaf}- 
‘ ing in our language, are mo-re loofe and general in 
‘ their meaning, than the Greek xtm anckaianoj. 

* 'We frequciiily fay, Such a man is an evcrlufling 
‘ talker ; or, He talks eternally : He is eternally flan- 

* dering and quarrelling -with his neighbours. But ac- 
‘ cording to Dr. C.’s fenfe of the Greek words, cckok 

* and aiMnof, the Englilh phrafes juft mentioned can- 

* not be properly tranflated by the ufe of thofe Greek 
‘ words. The DoAor fays, they properly mean the 
‘ duration of an age. But when it is faid, A man talks 
‘eternally; the meaning is not, that he talks/ir an 
‘ cge. I'he truth is, there are idioms in all languages 
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‘ which will not bear a literal tranflation into any 

* other language. The circumftance, that »itav and 
‘ xiunie; will not always bear to be ivfKleretl eternity 
‘ and eternal^ no more prov»s that the\- do not properly 

* fignify the fame veitli our words eternity a:: 1 etcr- 

* nal-, than the circunifrancc, that they will nat al- 
‘ ways bear to be rendered an age, and /'tiring an age, 

* proves that th,;y do not pioperly ugidiy the duration 
‘ of an age—If a-im, ufed abfolutely, did generally 

* fignify a mere temporary duration; it would not 
‘ thence follow, that it had the fame refiridted ligiiifi- 

* cation when governed by the prejfofition £i?. It is 
‘ never applied to future punifhinent, but in this con- 
‘ flruclion—If osimtoe be ufed feventy one times in 
‘ the wliole ; fixty-fix times befidcs thofe inftances in 
‘ which it is allowed to be applied to future punilh- 
‘ nient; and if in all thofe fixty-fix inftances, except 

* two, it certainly mean, or at leaft: may fairly and 
‘ moft naturally be underftood to mean, an endlefs 
‘ duration; if in all, except fix, it muft neceflarily be 
‘ underftood in the endlefs fenfe; what ai-e we hence 
‘ naturally, and may I not fay, neceflarily, led to con- 

* elude, concerning thofe inftances in which it is ap« 
< plied to the punifhment of the wicked \ Doubtlefs, 
«that ie thofe inftances too it is ufed in the endlefe 
‘ fenfe—Anwv, whether in the fingular or plural, go- 

* verned by the prepofition ttf, invariably in the New 
‘ Teftament fignifies an endlefs duration—Nor does 
‘ the Greek language furniih any word more deter- 
‘ minately expreffive of endlefs duration: and not- 

* withflranding what Dr. C. fays to the contrary, it 
‘ appears that they [a»wvi«f and'aiwvj do as properly 
‘ and determinateiy exprefs an endlefs duration, as 
‘ the Englifli words eternal and eternity. If there- 

* fore thelb words be explained away to mean a naere 

> tern- 
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‘ temporary duration, it is imhnjp.hle t'r.t. any wards be 
‘ ufed which would not fuffcr the fame treatment from 
‘ the fame hands * 

Thus alf> Mr. Stephen Johnson, v/hen writing 
on the fame fubject: ‘ J'here is Ibmething ijidelicate, 

‘ incongruous, and abfurd, in criiicifing the words of 
‘ a capital fentence, [or the piancipaljenadting terms of 
‘ a law, J to fct afide the Xpirit and energy of it: be- 

* caufe from the nature f)f the thing, they are always 
‘ fuppofed to be the mo^ plain, clear, zni determinate, 

‘ Suppofe one of the carpers of this world (hould cri- 
‘ticife the word death, in a capital fentence pro-' 
‘nounced upon a murderer:’he addrefles the crimi- 
‘ nal, [and fays,] You mu ft note, the word death is 
‘ ambiguous, and certainly ufed in a variety of dift'er- 
‘ ent conftruel’ons in Script'are, and in common ian- 
‘ guage; and therefore is doubtful, as connected in 
‘ the fentence paffed upon you. Sometimes it m.cans 
‘ natural death; fimetimes, though feldom, a violent 
‘ death. At other tinaes, niv.rnl death. Sonietimcr, 

‘ neither of thef-, but only the fear and danger of 
‘ death: in deaths oft, fays Paul. Not that he often 

* died; but was oft in fear and danger of it. So the 
‘ fentence may put yoii in fear and dange^ and not 
‘ be literally executed. Or it may nie-.u de.ith in 

* law ; that you {hull be an out-law, and luiTer Idls 
‘ and damage by it—Would rfot every than of com- 
‘ mon fenfe reprobate fuch an unnatural, barbarous 
‘ kind of cj-iticifm, as a'fhocking, abufive impofitio:i 
‘ upon the prifoner, atid the higheft indignity offered 
‘ to the judge 

It appears, 1 think with ftriking evidence, that if 

• The Salvat-on of rtl! men ftrinfy R\ai->.hid, y. 148, i44, 
*<J, z;z, a5e, ztS, i.Sj. f Euerhjling Funifinnnt af ibe 
Vn^oJf E'vinudi^- 138. 
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our Lord’s meaning in the "bapti final ftatute muft be 
learned from thofe inediunrs of pioof which Dr. W. 
has adopted, it cannot be known by the coninr.'ii peo¬ 
ple; which is contrary to Axiom the lecc.nd. No; 
the illiterate muft emirely ckjienci for intelligence, rc- 
fpeiSing the ail of baptizing, on the learning, the iti- 
genuity, and the integrity of their teacherf. For nty 
opponent will not pennit them, though quite incapa¬ 
ble of rcadhtg the Crreek '1'eft anient, to httve, either 
the original nui:',- of the ordinance, f.ir the 'uerb which, 
cxprcfl'es the action ru|iiiredof an acjininlftrator, to 
be tranllateJ; but eaclt of the Greek terms, like 
the Hebrew Hlggalon Sriah, muft by all means be 
retained. ^ As if, rcfiiecling this affair, he wiftied to 
keep the illiterate entirely depende nt on the diihites of 
their learned guides, and leave room for tiie moft vi¬ 
gorous exercife of critical acumen!—Nat’, fuppofing 
the original enadling term, expreflijig the atftion to be 
performed, were lite,rally tranllated into our language; 
yet, according to my opponent, mere Englifh readers 
in general muft ftill depend on the acumen and im¬ 
partiality of their teachers. Becaufe even then it 
would be highly necellary, well to diftinguifli between 
the etymological and the legal fenfe of any term that 
might be'afed by a tranflator. But the bulk of real 
Chriftians are not capable of diftinguifhing either be¬ 
tween the generic^ and the fpecific fignification of any 
word ; or between th.e philological^ and the ceremonial 
fenfe of a term. Of thefe diftintSlions, being thofe of 
learned men, they never heard; or if they did, could 
not underftand them. If they read of fprinkling water 
on a pcrfpn, of pouring water upon' him, or of dipping 
him in it; the unadulterated di£lates of common fenfe 
immediately lead them to think of the fubjedt con¬ 
cerned, having water fcattered upon him in drops^ of 

water 
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water falling upon him in aJlream^ or of his whole 
body being put into- water j without ever imagining 
that there is any legal or ceremonial f:nfs of thola 
terms that is of a diffe!«ent nature. Noj of our au¬ 
thor’s epithets, generic and fpecific, etymological and 
facramentalf they have no more idea, than they have of 
his learned language, vtdien he talks of the Ifraelites 
‘ TINGING their feet’ in Jordan— jif a perfon ‘ IN- 
‘ TINGING even his hand'*—or ofany.one being ‘ IN- 
< FECTED,’ by a ‘ CONTACTION of his perfon and the 
‘ element’ of pure water. Yet, 1 arn perfuaded, 
that multitudes of our Lord’s difciples, were they to-, 
read thofe elegant exprcllions, would have no more 
notion of their meaning, than they have of ahraca~ 
dahra. The diffindiions on v.’hich he ftrciiuoufly in- 
fifts, as neceflary to fupport his caufe, being fo Knvign' 
to all the notions of illiterate Chriffians refpecting this 
matter; may be juflly conndcred as affording a very 
ffrong prefumption againll the conclufion for which 
he pleads.—'I'o which I V/ill add, were Dr, W.’s- 
principles of reafoning, relative to the word Pa-!rTi^<a, 
admitted as juft; tlie natural import and true defign' 
of enacting terms in any law whatever might, eafiljr 
be evaded.. 

But there is another particular of whicl^he is ex¬ 
tremely fond, as entering deeply into the foundation^ 
of his plea for fprinkling, refpedting which the learned^ 
and the illiteraje muft for ever be on a level: and that 
is, his infifting on Chriftitui baptifm as a ceremonial 
purificatioi). For as it I's impoflible there fhould be a 
purification^ where there is no impurity ; or a ceremo~- 
nial purification, where there is no ceremonial hnpuri-- 
ty; ib,neither our author.himfelf, nor any other mor-- 
tal can tell, what that ritual pollution is from which 
Chriftian baptifm cleanfes. Equally at a lofs, in this 
R 5 refpeft,. 
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rcfpedl, are the literati and the vulgar. For any thing 
1 perceive, it muft therefore fc«: ever continue ‘ a la- 

* tent myttery y except my opponent ftiould again 
‘ ihow his opinion/ and condpfcend to develope the 
wonderful fecret. 

On our author’^s jJeas for pouring and fprinkling, 
or for a mere ‘ contaSiion of the perfon and the ele- 

* ment,’ from the deftgn of baptifm,and fr om the prac¬ 
tice o^ ancient, orW modern times, I fhall make no 
remarks.. My reafons are, bccaufe they have fo little 
apparent force; becaufe they generally proceed on the 
principles already difcuffed and becaufe I would 
avoid prolixity, by referring the reader for particulars 
of that kind, to the Secoi^ Edition of Ptsdobaptifm 
Examined*. 

See Vol. I. Chapters III, IV, V, VI, and VII. 
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The General Principles on which Dr. W. founds the 
Right of hfants to Baptifm, 

T hat the baptifmal ftatute, reSorded by Matthew 
and Mark, fhould ^/er be cpnfidered, refpefting 
both mode and fubje6t, as the rule of baptizing, has 
been fufficiendy proved. But as the divine Law¬ 
giver, in that lacred ftatute, fays nothing of infants^ 
my opponent is obliged to lay his foundation in fome- 
thing very different from the law of baptifmy contra¬ 
ry to his own rule, as exprefled in Axiom the third. 
For the general ground^ of his I’cafoning are moral 
principles, as contained in the law of nature ; and the 
peculiarities of ancient fudaifn-^ as recorded in the 
books of Mofjs. 

The firft thiiig that demands our notice is the man¬ 
ner in which he ftates the queftion to be difeufied. 
Thus he fpeaks : ‘ T'he queftion is not, whether 
* Scripture exprefsly enjoins Infant baptifm, by a di- 
‘ re(ft fpecification, but whetiier it ciqoins bupitifm to 
‘ all proper fubjefts, and whether the, adrrsniftrator, 
‘ who has a diferetionary right of judging about quali- 
‘ fications, has fufneient reafons to conclude, or fuch 
‘ evidence as die nature of the cafe requires, that in- 
‘ fants are fuch as arc included witliin our Lord’s in~ 
* tention, vthen he inftituted the ordinance —An 
extremely cautious, and' a very fingular ftatement of 
the queftion ! but im a meafure fimilar to that of the 
learned Vitringa, who’fays ; ‘ He, in my opinion, 

* Vol.'l. ,7. 
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‘that would argue prudently againfl the Anabaptifts, 
‘ ftioujd not ftate the point in controverfy thus : Whe- 
‘ ther infantSy born of Chi-ijiian parentSy ought neceja- 
‘ rily to he baptized ? huty Whether it he lawfuly ac~ 

* cording to the Chrijlian difcipliney to baptize them ? 

* Or, iL-hat evil is there in the ceremony of baptizing 
‘ infants * ?’ Now it is plain that Dr. W., as well 
as ViTRiNGA, by ftating the queftion in this man¬ 
ner, tacitly acknowledges tbut there is no divine com¬ 
mand for the bap'iilm of infants. 

The queftion isy IFhether the Scripture enjoin baptifm 
to all proper fubjetls s' Then it is a’'queftion very 
little to the purpofe. Becaufe few can fuppofe the 
Scripture to enjoin baptifm on improper fubjedls; for 
that woulii be the fame as preferibing baptifm to thofe 
w'ho ought not to be baptized—Becaufe thofe only can 
be confidcred as the proper fubjedts of baptifm, who 
are qualified according to the baptifmal ftatutej.and, 
upon them, there is no reafon to doubt whether bap- 
lifin be enjoined—Becaufe, according to our author, 
all infants, and all unbaptized adults, provided they 
be willing to receive the orditiance, are proper fubjedls 
—Becauie, alfo, it is not iinpoffible to anfwcr this 
queftion to the fatisfaedion of both Baptifts and Pae- 
ddbaptifts* without in the Icaft deciding whether in¬ 
fants be entitled to baptifm. I may therefore ven¬ 
ture an appear! to impartial perfons, whether this be a 
juft ftate of the queftion ? f'or who i.inong all the 
Baptifts ever denied, that the. Scripture enjoins bap- 
' tifm on all proper fubjefts ? To every duly qualified 
fubjeft, the language of Scripture is; Why tarrieji 
thou f arife and be baptized^ < 


Or, 


* Obfervat. Sac. T. I. L. ii. Cap. vii. § 9 . 
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Or, whether infants be fuch as were included in our 
Lord's intention, when he injiituted the ordinance ? 
This is more to the purpofe: but it may be juftly 
afkecl, How, in any ttltute, is the intention of the law¬ 
giver to be known, if not from the jlatute itfclf? For 
what is law, exe -pt the pnhiijhed intention, or com¬ 
manding will, of a legiilator ? A fecrct intention 
cannot be a law to any fuhjeib, buranf.- it is no rule 
of adion. Conkqu-ently, we muft look for the in¬ 
tention of our Lord, refpecting baptifm, into the bap- 
tifmal Jlatute ; and, for information how his infpired 
fervants undei^tood that law, into the hiftory of apof- 
tolic practice.—Whatever be the qualifications that 
render either one or another a of bap¬ 

tifm, are fo, with reference to that inftitule, only in 
confequenee of the Legiflator’s revealed intention, 
and of thofo qualifications being conformable to that 
intention. T'o what, then, fhould we have recourfe 
for intelligence, refpeding that legiflative intention, 
if not the law of the inftitute Hut, having in a for¬ 
mer Chapter infiltcd on this particular, and alfo on 
what my opponent fays about the ‘ diferetionary right’ 
of an adminiftrator to eltimatc the qualifications of a 
candidate, I fltall not further enlarge. 

Dr. W. maintains the right of infants^to baptifm, 
upon the idea of tliat ordinance being a benefit.. In 
reference to which, the Analytical Reviewer 
fays: ‘ The will of a lawgiver with refped to the. 
‘ extent and application of any law, fome might think, 
‘ Ihould tie evinced by an appeal to the declarationt 
s of the lawgiver. But Mr. W. waves this mode of 
‘ argument, and ^kes a wide range, concluding the 
‘ will of Chrift, in tliis inltance, from its being a dic- 
tate of the law of nature to benefit our children 
» VoL X. p. ssj. 
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A remark, this, that is worthy of our author’s confi- 
deration; and, for any thing I perceive, it comes 
from an ‘ imcxccptionable witnefs.’—But let us hear 
Dr. W. ‘ The law and light d' nature require,’ fays 
he, ‘ and conf^quently the will of Chrift, that parents 
fliould introduce their children to all the benefits and 
* privileges of which they are capable—Baptifm is a 
« benefit and privilQge when applied to capable fub- 
^.jeiSts, poffcfilng ALL the qeialificatiom neceflary to 
‘ anfwer the fcriptural dcfign of the ordinance 
rhe law and light of nature. Then it feems as,if, in 
order to undcrlland who are the proper I'ubjedts of 
baptifm, Groti us, Puffendorf, and others, who 
have publiflied celebrated tieatiles on the fus Natu- 
ret., Ihould'be well ftudied. For, upon this principle 
of reafoning, it is of capita) importance to have a com¬ 
petent acquaintance wiih wrifers of tliat kind, if wc 
would know what our Lord meant by his enacting 
terms, tea-.h — hclu'.'es—baptize ! 

With regard toa'pofitive religious inftitute, the 
idea of duty is prior to the idea of benefit. That bap¬ 
tifm could not be r. benefit, until it became a duty, is 
plain from tliis : It did net exift, except by the fpecial 
ordination of God. But that ordination includes the 
qualifications of the fiibjeds, and a divine command 
for fubjedts that arc fo qualified, to be baptized: 
which command conflitutes it their duly. Nay, Dr. 
W. bimfelf, even when ftating the qu6fl:ion, as we 
have juft feen, fpeaks of the Scripture ‘ enjoining bap- 
‘ tifm to all proper fubjeefs and, in anotherpplace, he 
infifts, that it is incumbent f on every perfon in aChrlf- 
tian country to be baptized: which certainly conveys 
the idea of duty^ as prior to that of benefit, with refer- 

• Vol. 1.219,220. t Vol. 1 . 253. 
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encc to all proper fubjetEl-s. Obligation, or duty, 
.therefore, even on his own grounds of reafoning, muft 
be the firft idea fuggefted by the character lawgiver^ 
and the term latu^as iii'?luded i/t the baptifnal inftitute. 
But as our divine Legiflator is iinrnenfely gracious, 
and as the law of baptifm is no lefs expreflive of his 
goodnefs, than of his dominion; hence, with regard 
to the fubjeils deferibed in the hfjavenly ftatute, the 
notion of baptifm as a bemefit is jiiftly inferred.—Be- 
fides, baptifm is an ordinance of holy wor/hip-, and 
therefore it niuft require the exercife of a devotional 
difpofition, at the time of adminiflration, not only in 
the adminilfrator, but alfo in the fubjeiSi:: as I have 
endeavoured elfewhere to prove, and to which I refer 
the reader *. 

To prove that baptifm is a benefit, Dr. W. adds: 
‘ Thereby the fubjedl: is tranflated, minifterially, from 
‘ a ftate of diftance to a ftate of nearnefs; is feparated 
‘ from the world and joined to the univerfal church; 
‘ is thereby legally entitled to alf the other external 
‘ privileges of the gofpel difpenfation, of which the 
‘ fiibjedl: is capable, this being the rite of initiation 
‘ into them f.’— Separated from the world. The A- 
poftles have teught us to confider the term worldy 
when oppofed to the church., as including yicompara- 
bly the greater part of mankind ; as lying in wicked- 
nefs ; and as being at enmity with Chri,ft. But ac¬ 
cording to m)' opponent, whatever may be the igno¬ 
rance, the fuperftition,.or the profligacy, of thofe na¬ 
tions whi4h profefs Chriftianity, they are all of them 
parts of the univerfal dhurch ; the numerous indivi¬ 
duals of which fuch nations confift, having been 
‘ tranflatedy minifterially; from a ftate of diftance to a 
‘ ftate of nearnefs,’ by being made partakers of ‘ the 

* TaMap. Exam. Vol. II. p. 304—307, t Vol. I. zio. 
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* cleanfing rite.’ Confequently, the inhabitants o( ' 
Great Britain, for inftance, with comparatively few. 
exceptions, <?//belong to the univerfal church ! Yes,, 
here the people are all church, and no world !—— 
Tranflatcd to a c/'nearness. To whom, or to 
what ? To God, to holuvfs, to heaven ? nothing lefs: 
but fomething which he is pleafed to call, the univer¬ 
fal church f A chu^xh, however, which includes mil-, 
lions of the vileft human (jharadlers upon earth ! a 
churchy the prodigioufly greater part of whofc mem¬ 
bers are as deflitute of real repentance, fai Ji, and ho- 
linefs, as Jews, Mahometan;:., or Pagans ! a church — 
but why Ihould the venerable name be fo proflituted? 
-—a principally conhlling of thofe c ^ miet-^ in 

the mhlilrf v/hum the Khng Adcffiah, as Lord of the 
univerL, rules * ; and over whom he li.is no dominion, 
except that of Providence ! —L jnlly entitled. I have 
ulually conhdered uni-^ptlzcd perfojis, wiioever they 
be, as having a tolerably good title to meditate and 
pray, to read the Bible and hear the gofpel. Yes, be¬ 
fore Dr. W, ‘ fliowed Ills opinion,’ 1 had been aocuf- 
toined to think it the duty, and piivilege too, of un- 
baptized pcrfoi'S, according to their capacities and op¬ 
portunities, to perform all tliofc duties of Chriftiani- 
ty that are, of a smrrd nature. But now I perceive 
that they, like tlie ancient Jews wlio had contradfed 
ritual defilernent, tnuft be cefemoniaiiy purified before 
tiiey can have a legal title to unite in Miy branch of 
public worlhip, or even privately to ufe the moral, 
pieans of religious improvement!—In anqfher place 
be firys; *Our children, as the ehildren of the covenant,. 
•■ uni bapt '. zed ., have a peculiar EiCHT ts the means ' 
of converfion f.’ Such is the decifive ophiionof out 
author! 

■* PLlm cx. I, z. Vul. II. 324. 
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Again, ha fayS: ‘ If I do not greatly mifundcr- 
‘ ft.ind our oppofers, theirnotioa of baptifm is no bene-i 
‘ fit at all*.’ His meaning is, 1 prefume, that bapt’fmy 
accouliiig to our notion of it, is no benefit at all. 
J>ut if fb, he is under a grofs miftake. For, to thofe 
who are dcfcribed in the law of inftitution as proper 
fubjects, baptifm is, incur view, flrft a duty, and then 
a benefit ; jud .as it is, with rcgard^o the fucrcd fup- 
per. But diat the notioiT of a benefit is infeparably. 
connc;fl:cd with the idea of duty, is maintained by us: 
nor has our author proved the contrary. That it is. 
the former, rd})ecting thofe to whom it is not the to- 
ier, is inipofllble to be proved; except it could be 
evinced, that baptifn is a benefit to thofe for whom it 
was not defiencd. Bccaufe nothing fhort of its being 
appointed for certain ptvfons, and certain purpofeSt 
makes it either a duty or a benefit refpedling anyone. 
—Under the laws of ancient Judailin pofitive rites 
were numerous, and intended for jicrfons of different 
deferiptions. But who ever imagined that the bene¬ 
fit rcfulting from an application of any particulari.n- 
ftitutc, was more extenfive than the divine appoint¬ 
ment rcfpecling its ufe ? It is therefore to no pur- 
pofe for Dr. W. to fay; ‘ The reafon why infants, 

‘ according to [us,] are not proper fubjedts pfbaptilin, 

‘ is not beeaufe of any incapacity in them of being 
‘ benefited, but beeaufe they are incapably of duty f.'. 
Beeaufe, if ba[?tifin was not appointed for infants; or 
it the law of that inftrsution do not require them to' 
be baptizeH; baptifm cannot be to them a benefit. 

* 'I'he law,’ fays my opponent, ‘ by'which we fup- 
* pofe a p.ircnt or atmaller ought to he ruled [refpedt- 
‘ ing the baptifm of his children or fervants,] is this* 

Vol. I. lil. f Vol. I. 212 . 
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* That he henefit his chiliit en, aiid all his, as they are 
‘capable*.’ It has appeared, in a preceding Chap¬ 
ter t, tliat Dr. W. is far frorr^confidcring the law of 
b.apnfn as the rule of bapti/ing, cither as lo mode or 
fubje(5t; and tiiat he ilcc) ires fur the gfe/ revelation 
in general, as ‘ the nde an,! lo/itive dircFiory’ ofbap- 
tifinal prafticc. But here, as in other places, he de- 
ferts both the lav/W inilitution, and the gofpel reve¬ 
lation at large, to avail himlelf of the law of nature. 
Yes, he iniills that a law which is eijually common 
to Pagans, Dei Its, and Atheiils, as it is to Chriftians 
and Jews, ougl<i to regulate the condudl of believing 
parents and mailers, rcfpecling the baptifn of their 
domcftics. So that let our divine Legillator fay what 
he will in his baptifmal Hatiite, refpeeting qualifica- 
, tions for the ordinance, the operation of this law muft 
not be reftrained. But if the law of nature thus power¬ 
fully plead for Infant baptifm, why ought not its 
voice to be heard in favour of Infant communion ? 
For till it be proved that the former is divinely com¬ 
manded, but not the latter, k will be impoflible to 
evince, that the one is lefs beneficial to infants than 
the other. 

If this principle, Parents are bound to benefit their 
children.^ be a juft foundation on which to claim bap- 
tifni for their infants; it will equally ferve any indivi¬ 
dual, whatever be the benefit expected, who choofes to 
be baptized: becaufe it is jilain, that no parent can 
be under ftronger obligations to benefit his children, 
than thofe which lie upon every man to feefic his own 
happinefs. Our author, therefore, could not confif- 
tently refufe to baptize any one, who requefted bap¬ 
tifm as a benefit were his profligacy and his impi- 

* Vol. J, 354. t Cliap. IV. p 186. 
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cty ever fo great, or ever fo notorious. The vene¬ 
rable Son of Zacharias, indeetl, faid to fome, who pro¬ 
bably applied for baptifm as a benefit, Bring forth 
fruits meet for repentance j but my opponent is not fo 
fcnipulous—is nuich more liberal of his purifying be¬ 
nefit. Philip alf>, when the Eunuch requefted baptifm, 
was equally cautious, with John, to whom he granted 
the benefit; faying, If thou beUeteJi with all thy heart 
thou mayeji be baptized? Whereas, according to this 
principle of Dr. ^V.’s argumentation, that was a need- 
iefs and an unjufl limitation. For all the circum- 
ftances of thi cafe lead us to conclude, that Philip 
muft confidcr the Eunuch as quite ftneere in his re- 
queft, and as expecting fome benefit from the ordinance. 
Mad Philip, therefore, viewed baptifm in fhe light of 
a benefit, w'hich people are encouraged by the law of 
nature to feelc; and a benefit which, by the fame law, 
adminiftrators are urged to confer; his making fuch an 
exception as is implied in thofe words. If thou believ- 
ejl with all thy hearty would have appeared extremely 
ftrange, and abfolutely unaccountable. Yet fo it was I 
Dr. W., however, has fliown his opinion to be much 
more liberal; and that it is quite free from fuggeft- 
ing fuch difeouraging exceptions, and embaraffing li¬ 
mitations, to any candidate. For, on hiij principles^ 
defire the cleanfing benefit, ajk for it, either with re¬ 
gard to yourfclfor your infant offspring, and the law 
of nature cosipels him to grant the prieftly purifica¬ 
tion ! 

Our author, elfewhere, fays: < We overlook the 
‘ nature of privileges, if we conclude; that becaufeany 
* thing is a privilege to one, it mufl: be foto another; 
*for if there be no anfwerable qualification^ no fub- 
*jeitive fultablenefs, m capacity of polfefling, it can be 
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«f« thofe circumjlances NO privtle;;e^.’ True; and 
therefore wo do not perceive how baptifn, any more 
than the Lord’s fupper, can be yr mere infants a be¬ 
nefit. Becauio, as to ‘ anfwerable qualifications,’ and 
‘ fubjciftive fiiitablcnel?,’ they relate entirely, in both 
cafes, to the I'au' or inilituiion. For wliatovcr natu¬ 
ral or moral qualities cither aji .aiult or an infant may 
be conildered as po’Jedinj ; jet if tliofe qualities do 
hot correfpOnd to the requifition of b.iptifinal, or of 
euchariftic law, there cannot be ‘ an (infwcrnble qua- 
‘ Jification,’ or a ^ fidjcf!',ve faitablenefs,’ for either of 
thofe ap[X)intmcntF. Nor, on our autlior’s principles, 
is it poffible there Ihould be :uiv avjvjcruhh qualifica¬ 
tion for bajrtifn, detached from cerenicriitil pollution : 
but in whom, and to what degree, he finds thateiTen- 
tiiJ requi.fite, 1 ain at the 'treaScll lofs to determine.— 
As to CAPACITY for poffejftng the benefit of baptifm, 
or of the Lord’s fupper, it muft be the fame in both 
cafes. Nor is there ,any rcafon to doubt, that the in¬ 
fants of parents belonging to the Cxrcek Church, for 
inftance, do actually poflefs as much benefit in partak¬ 
ing of the holy fupper, as they did in being baptized. 
For they are no kis capable of underftanding, or of 
approving, the one than the other; and my opponent 
very juftly^rejedbs the Papal notion of benefit ariCng 
from either of them, exopere operato. 

Dr, W. tnfifts, however, That ‘ infants are capable 

* of a fubjedtive fuitablenefs for the inftitution f.’ But 
fo are the greatefr profligates upon earth ; aiid fo are 
thofe whom Dr. W. immediately calls ‘toftenfible 

* foes, fuch as unbelievers, impenitents, and the like;' 
or elfe the perfecuting Saul, for infrance, would never 
have been fit for baptifm. The queftion is not, Whe- 

•VoI.II. 144- t Vol. I. no. 
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ther infants be capable of a fubje£live fuitablenefs? but. 

Whether, while mere infants, they actually have it ?— 

‘ If there be afuitableiv^^fi in infants being admitted prO- 
‘per fubjecSs of a civil kingdom, much more is there a 
‘ fuitablenefs in their being iidinitted fubjedfs of the 
‘ gofpel kingdom.’ But infants are born the fubjects 
of a fccular kingdom. They are fubjeiSs, and under 
the protedlion of law, from the moment of their birth, 
without any form of admidion. So all the fubjedlsof 
our Lord’s kingdom, which is entirely fpirituai, are 
horn fuch—bgrn, not of blood., nor of the will of the Jiejhy 
nor of the will of man, but of God, My opponent feems 
here to forget, thatthe kingdom of Chrift is ttot of this 
tvorld. —‘Faith and repentance arc no diitinguin-iing 
‘ charaifterifticks of a Chriftian as fuch, but of a 
‘ Chriflian as adult*.* What, then, are the ‘diftin- 
‘ ffuiihiiiir charuclcri(licks’ of a Chriflian as an in., 
font ? Are ^7// infants Chrlftian?, or only fomt- ? and 
if tlie latter, by what marks arc -they to be diflinguifh- 
cd from the refl ?—But faith and repentance ‘ arc not 
‘ eJTential to Chriflianity, (if we intend thereby fil- 
‘ vation through Chrift) for this may exill without 
‘ them f.’ What an arbitrary ufe < f words! 'Fo the 
bell of my recc>llc6lion, I never befoi e heard of fahation 
tlorough Chrijl, meaning the fame as the term Chrif- 
tianity, nor of Chriflianity cxiding without faith and 
repentance in the proffjjion'oi xh.:vn. He 
might as well have faid, A perfuaiion of Jehovah being 
the true God, and that the li gation of M ifcs was di¬ 
vine, did^not enter into the efi'ence of ancient Judaifm: 
or, That the falvation of Abel, through th • M.ffi ih, 
was Chriflianity.* For if, hecaufc dyina infa.itii are 
faved through Jefus Chrifl, they may be piopcrly de- 

*Vol, I. 2JI. t Ihid. 
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nominated Chriflians ; the character might, with equal 
propriety, have been applied to the Old Teftameiit 
faints in general. 

Here, as in other places, the arguments of my op¬ 
ponent, if they prove any thing, infer the right 
of infants to communion at the Lord’s table. For 
thus he reafons; ‘If infants are capable of thefe things 
‘ which are equivalent to faith and repentance, as qua- 
‘ lifications for the moji important privilege of fdvation, 
‘ they are alfo capable of what are equivalent to them 
* as qualifications for the left important privilege of 
‘ baptifm, [or of the Lord’s fjpper.] For, if the one he 
‘ denied, fo may the other; and if the one be granted, 
‘ fofli/gAt the other. Infantsarecapableofadiv ihclycon- 
‘ ftituted with the infinitely worthy Saviour, not 
‘ lefs than adults; and are they incapable of the fymlwl of 
‘ that union ?—Hfe that can believe it, let him believe 
‘ it*.’ In other words, infants, as they arc not brutes, 
nor inanimate creatures, are capable of being faved by 
Jefus Chrift ; and therefore they be baptized. Nay, 
on this principle of reafoning, you implicitly impeach 
that capacity, if you forbid them the holy fupper.—Had 
but the ancient Hebrews been acquainted with our au¬ 
thor’s dodlrine of capability, and equally acute in the 
management of it •, in what a great variety of ways 
might it have been applied, rcfpedh’ng the poiitiveinfti- 
tutes of JudMn I Yes, a rite ctijoined or one deferip- 
don of p..rf)ns, and not exprefuy forbidden to others, 
efpecially if confidered as a benefit-, might Jyve hem 
pratflif d by multitudes that werunot in the lead charac¬ 
terised in the law of that rite. Uinm }bis principle, th.it 
cmiiicnt man Lot, though neither a ilcfcendcnt from 
Abraham, nor one of his domeftics, might with coin- 

• Vtl. I. .10. 
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pletc propriety have circuincifed himfelf: becaufe he 
was not only capable of falvaiion through the Mcffiah, 
but was alfo a truly pious perfon; and, it is highly 
probable, he confidered that Abr.ihamic rite as a great 
benefit. Yet, not being included in the law of circumci- 
fion, he had no claim to the orJinatree. Nay, on this 
ground, thofe idolatrous Gentile nations that praftifed 
circumcilion might have juftified thtir conduct. For 
though they were equally* deftitute of a divine com¬ 
mand for that practice, as our author is of a precept 
for Infant fprinkling ; yet, had they not regarded the 
rite as a benefit., they would not have obferved it; and- 
they were undoubtedly capable of fdvation through the 
Me.Ti ih. I do not recollecf any author, however, who 
reprefents the Pagan circumcifion as acceptable to 
God, but quite the reverfe. 

According to my opponent, the moral qiinlif.eations 
of infants enter very deeply into the foundation of Px- 
dobeptlfm: fo that if Ire fail of proving his point, in 
this refpedf, the caufe for which he contends mull fink 
in ruins. 'I'hcfe are his words; ‘Whatever relates to 
‘ the qualifications of the fubjeiSt?, is of anatuie entirely 
‘ moral,—and to fry otherwife nuift imply a contradic- 
‘ tion*.’ When upon tire fame fubjedt, in another 
place, he fays; ‘ i5y moral qualifications I underftand, 

‘ thofe qualifications tuhich Grf as the moral Governor 
‘ and Judge, of the worlds requires of all manjeind., indif- 
^ criminatelj, ccfifidered as immortal and ai countable 
‘ creatures, accorhng to their various circumjlances, In- 
‘ dependant o^pofitkie authoi itj^aoid 'xhich are mtmea- 
^furable by any pojitive nils y.’ 

On this very extraprdinary defeription of buptifmal 
qualifications, 1 have already pretty largely animadvert- 

• Vol. II. 3i^7- + Wt. II. 390. 
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ed in a preceding Chapter *, But we muft now con- 
fider how it applies to infants —infants, in a literal 
and proper fenfe. 

To this end, it is expedient for us to take a view 
of what my opponent himfelf liiys, refjicdting the na¬ 
tural and moral Hate of infants. He Informs us, then, 
that they are ‘ under a natural incapacity to repent’— 
that they arc * fiilncrs, and have no believing conlent’ 
•—that they have ‘ neither v^'orks, jior faitli’—that ‘ they 
‘ are not intelligent and voluntary fubjccHs’—that 
they are not capable of cxcrcifitig ‘ iindcrHanding, 
‘judgment, and memory’—that they' are incapable of 

* reafon, and bom in fin’—that they arc no fooner 
able to.go, than they fpeak lies againfl God, and go 
aftray frpm him—that they no fooner breathe, ‘ than 

* the feeds of fin fpring up for death’—that they are 
guilty and polluted—that this is taught by baptifm—■ 
and that there is ‘ nothing difcerniblc of a moral dif- 
‘ ference between the children of profelTors and of pro- 
‘ fane f—Now, reader, what think you of this 1 
Could any author have reprefented the moral ftatc of 
infants in a light more contrary to that defeription of 
baptifmal qualifications which Dr. W. has given, than 
he himfelf has done ? Had my opponent profcfl’edly 
denied the dodfrine of original fin, both with regard 
to depravity and guilt, it would not have appeared fo 
ftrange to' hear him plead the moral qualifications of 
infants^ in defence of their being baptized ; but that 
not being the cafe, his adopting this topic of argunicnt 
is to me aftonilhing, and likely to continue a ^latent 
‘ myftery,’ For is it poflifele that infants, if in fuch a 
ftate of depravity and guilt, Ihoidd be juftly confidcred 

* Chap. TV. p. 142—1157. f Voi. T. 132, 146,208,111, 
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as poflefllng thofcmoralqualifications 'which God, as 
‘ the moral governor and judge of th'; world requires, 
‘ indifcriminateiy, of all inunkindl’ He that can be¬ 
lieve it, let him bclieve*it. 

Making a few ftrii hire-, 'n the ficond Edition of 
Padobaptijin Examined., u.\ rcr.-.arkable peculiarity 
of Dr. W., as cxprofleJ in his upon Seda/ Re~ 
Ji^ion, I afkcd ; ‘ How ihoalJ an !-,fant of a few days, 
‘ or of a month old, be a :*arCvikei-of fjch qualifications, 
‘ to render it a projier fubjedt of baptifm ? Or, fuppof- 
‘ ing fuch qualifications to exift, by what means are 
‘ they to be dilcoverei To which, among other 
things, he replies; ‘ One wcuid be tempted to think, 
‘from the a:n[C'npiL.r..; iljit in which our brethren 
place inlants, that liiey ir. ike no part of rhe human 
i fpecies f.’ TempL: L, noffever, as be may be fo to 
think, he wiii iK/t '■ C.iproporHonatcly enamoured' 
with the thought. But why fo tempted ? Have I re- 
prefented mere infants as incap?.ble of moral agency ? 
fo has Prefident Edwards J; antifo has Dr. V/.him- 
felf, when he fpcaks of tliem as ‘ incapable of rcafon’— 
as ‘not intelligent and voluntaiy fubjedls.’—But they 
are capable of fandlifying agency. 'Prue; and fo is an 
avowed Atheill. A palfive capacity for it, is no proof 
of its being poflefled; otherwife, all mankind mufl; be 
conlidered as favoured with it. 

‘ 'I'he moft plaufible objebtion,’ fivs my opponent, 
‘ is; Suppojinf fuch qu/ilifications to exijt., by what 
nuans arc they to he df ottered f JVhat is there dif- 
<■ cernible., that can with propriety be called moral, 

‘ in one that is not (apaiiic of moral agency.' To which 
he concedes; ‘ It js allowed, there is no diferiminat- 
‘ ing moral qualification'difeovered in one infant more 
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"* than another; nothing difcernible of a moral differ- 
* ence between the children of profeflbrs and of pro- 
‘ fane By this he muft be confidcred, either as 
granting the whole force of my queries; or as main- 
tainijig that all infants, without exception, are par¬ 
takers of renewing grace. For thatdepravity in which 
infants are born, abHutely forbids our fuppofing that, 
without fanftifying influence, any of them can poflefs 
ihofe moral qualifioiitlons which he deferibes.—But, 
my opponent adds : ‘ A natural incapacity for moral a- 
‘ gency,by no means excufes from all moral obligation 
Suppofing this were admitteil, with reference to cer¬ 
tain particulars mentioned by him; yet the confequence 
he intends would not follow. For, an obligation to be 
holy, or to perform afls of uniform obedience to God, 
is one thing; and the pojfejfmg of holinefs, or the ac¬ 
tual performance of fuch obedience, is another. Grant¬ 
ing, therefore, that the natural incapacity of infants 
for moral agency, docs not excufe them from all moral 
obligation; it by no means follows, that they poffefs 
thofe moral qualifications for which he pleads. Thus 
to infer, is arguing from duty^ to fuSl ; from obligation 
to obedience, to the performance of obedience. On 
this principle, were itadmiffible, our author might pro¬ 
ceed to prove that Satan himfelf poflelTes all thofe ma- 
r< 7 /qualifications which the haptifmal ordinance re¬ 
quires. Becaufe that great adverfiiry of God and man, 
is under indcfpenfiblc moral obligations to love and 
obey his Maker. 

Still further to fliow the futility ofDr. W.’s reafon- 
ing from this topic, I will add; If the moral qualifica¬ 
tions of infants th'emfelves be the ground of their claim 

• Vol. II. 401. t Vol. ‘il. 400. 
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to baptifm; if thofe qualifications be fuch as my op¬ 
ponent profelTedly defcribes; and if infants, indifcrimi- 
nately, be poficfled of them; they mu ft all be confider- 
ed as perfcilly holy. For it is evident that ‘ God, as the 
‘ moral governor of the world,’ and as exprefling his 
demands in the moral law, requires complete re£fitude 
of heart and of life. To this Dr. W. himfelf bears 
teftimony, when he fays: ‘•As a holy and juft God, 
‘ he claims perfeSilon of Jfate and obedience from the 
‘ creature, nothing; fisort of perfeBian will God accept, 
‘ or the confciende approve of Where, then, will 
our author find any ful jects for baptifm of this defcrip- 
tion ?—If infants are to be baptized on the ground of 
their own moral qualifications, why ftiould my oppo¬ 
nent, like other Paedobaptijls, recurto relative boUnefs., 
and plead for it with ardent zeal, as for an article of 
the higheft importance to his caufe ? Becaufe, if in¬ 
fants, without exception, be endued with all thofe 
moral qualifications which God, as* the moral gover¬ 
nor and judge of the world requires j it is hard to 
conceive of what ufe relative holinefs can be, with re- 
firencc to baptifm. Becaufe Dr, W. infifts, that the 
qualifications for baptifm are ‘ entirely moraland it 
is extremely plain, that relative holinefs is n&t moral 
holinefs, nor vet a qualification,—^Nevcr, to the 

beft of my remembrance, have I fecn Pajdpbaptifin 
placed on a morenflippery foundation than that olmoral 
qualifications; much lefs-did I ever meet with any 
author, befides Dr. W., that maintained the neceffity 
of both mora) qualifications^ and relative holinefs^ to 
render either an infant? or an adult, fit for purification. 
This reminds me of the following fhort obfervation 
made by Dr. Waterland ; ‘ It is a difficult matter 

» Vol. I. 136. 
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< to force logic againft common fenfe; but you are rc- 

< folute enough to try-*.’ Senfible Paedobaptifts, I 
cannot but think, mult be afliamed of fuch reafoning 
in one of their ‘ championsfor, in his own elegant 
language, lie talks as if he thought ‘ the dictates of 

* rig'it reafjn muft be fmthered f.’ 

Dr. Vf. argues from various peculiarities of ancient 
Judaifin; theprt’ncipal of which I will now briefly re¬ 
view. He ple.ids, for infthnee, the idea of an external 
covenant, refpefling which he fays: ‘Mr. B. takes 

* great pains to fhow how various and inconfillent 
are the accounts given us by different P.-edobapiifl: 

■* authins; but he feems foniewhat cautious, how he 

* (''enit,s the exijlcnceof an external covenant. No, we 

* imiff it is not in his power to deny, aiid to fupport 
*■ the denial, that it does not exiii —Not in his 
peveer to deny that it docs KOT exi/l. A curious pofl- 
tion! the accuracy and elegance of which are left 
■with my rcTArr.-;-,':::s>.yf/lent acccunts fven by Pado- 
haptijls. Yi.k, t!:" . arc fo extremely various, and fo 
jTanifcffir ineomirrent, as to aff.ud tiic llrongeft pre- 
fumptii'c a.' giir.., itt .'.gainil: the exigence of any fuch 
covenant u;idc: Vex rr. i'ent (Ticonoiny §.— Somewhat 
cautious. 'Then it c'..be iupiiiofed that I am not cul¬ 
pable c.f 'Jcrcwr.f vr.. p irticular :n ‘ the vice of bi- 
‘ gotrv.’ But i\..v uj :i!' nl me as ufmg remarkable 
caution-^'1 did n-.)'., in icvd, fay with our author, ‘ IVe 
‘jksist’ ihcri. is ncfueii covenant nowexifting: nor 
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being ‘ deman/irably' this or that, as Dr. W. does, 
in oppofition to my view of tlie fuhjedt. No \ I only 
obferved, ‘ As thefe gre;>t men and excellent authors' 
‘ have laid fo much, and with fuch korck, againft 
‘ the notion of an external coveiiiuit under the New 
‘ CEconomy, 1 lhall not enlarge upon it.’ 'I bis, how¬ 
ever, not being eiteemed a fulHcieiitly ftrong declara¬ 
tion of ‘ my opinion,' againif fuA a covenant; I 
will now caff off the fuppoJcal referve, and frankiv de¬ 
clare, That I do deny the exiffcncc of any thing which 
can be juftly denominated an external covenant be¬ 
tween Ciod and man, under the prefent Difpenfation 
of divine grace. Nay, fo fully jierfuaded am I that 
there is no fuch covenant, as hardly to forbear adopt¬ 
ing the hig;!i martial tone of my opponent, and ch;d- 
lenging *■ the whole corps of' P.cdobaptiffs to ‘ c'^nfront, 
‘ to break, and to rout’ tint phalanx of arguments 
which my illuifrious triumvirate of ‘unexceptionable 
‘ witnehb:--’ have produced againl^it*; and efpecially 
Venema, in his Dijprtationes Sacra: \y v/here the 
fubjcet is difeuffed at large. 

If, by an external covenan!-,'owv author intend a 
t>uhlicatim of divine tnerey through Jefus Chriff, the 
faSl is readily admitted ; nor couhl he imagine that 
either I, or the learned write: s In fore menKonetl, had 
any objcclion to that idea. Hut who, in this coiitro- 
verly; nay, wlio on airy oiher fubjecr, ev ;r ufed the 
p'arafe external COVENANT, in that f af.: ? So to em¬ 
ploy thofe exprcllions, is to abufc langiurge and mif- 
lead the render.—la the following words of Dr. W, 
the term covenant fjems, however, to be fo ufed: 
‘ God’s covenant ti-»inan,—is a "rant of mercy to him 

• See PirMiij). Exam. Vol. 11. Y-i<j3 —io3. Hile 

Li '. W. pajfm. 
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‘-as a finner defcrving eternal woe*.’ Whatever of 
truth or of excellence there may be in the do£triae of 
this pofition, the language is, to me, unprecedented. 
For never, till I read the pcrfv)rmance of my oppoft r, 
did I hear of a covenant to one or another; any more 
than I did of perCons tinging their feet in fairvv.iter; 
or of any thing being tinoki> that it migi/t be wajh- 
td. There is an old faying, ‘ One may live and learn 
but thefe novel ways of fpe^lcing have fo much the ap- 
prarance of nonfenf', that I defpair of obtaining much 
information from them. 

Dr. W. complains, that ‘ many Paedobaptifl: writers 
‘ have been extremely unguarded,’ in what they have 
fiid about the term covenant f: nor can I forbear fuf- 
pe£ting,'that our author bimfclf, and others wliom he 
has quoted with approbation, are of that number. For 
though he affure us, that ‘ God’s covenant of redemp- 
‘ tion TO fallen man, in its external form and mani- 
‘feftjtion, is nothing elfi but A DECLARATION of fo- 
‘ vereiga grace and a divine righteouliiefs; which, in 
‘ everlafting tranfcendarit love and companion, is pro- 
‘ vided for the life and fervice of wretched finners, 
‘ who live within the pale of fuch a declarationand 
though, as juft.obferved, he tell us, that ‘ God’s co- 
‘ venant to man—is a grant of mercy to him as a 
‘ finner djferving eternal woe;’ nay, though he repre- 
fent the expreljions ‘ Chriftian covenant,’ and ‘ the ex- 

* ceeding great and precious promifes af the gofpel,’ as 
entirely fynonymous: yet he elfcwhere fays, ‘ Such de~ 

* clarations and promifes cannot, 1 think, be conceived 
‘ of, when addrefl'ed to man, under any 6ther notion 
‘ than that of a proposal from a firft'mover of cove- 

* nant terms •, for the free naturc'^of man requires that 

• Voi. 11 . 233. Sec alfo Vol. I. 158. t Vol. I. 18, I4V 

‘ he 
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‘ he fhould be addrefled in this way Now, that 
‘ God’s convcnant to man’ Ihould be nothing eife but 
a gracious dcclaratiam, or a grant of mercy; and yet 
be nothing more than a propofal of covenant termSjfis 
to me a ‘ latent myftery.’—1 am alfo at a lofs for his 
meaning, when hefpeaks of thegrant of the ^parent’s, eo- 
* venantj’ and equallyfo, when he ^uotesMr. Strong' 
as talking of children that are ‘ taken into their parents 
‘ covenant,’ and ‘ cajl out' of their father’s cove¬ 
nant f. Taken into: by whom, and in what way ?’ 
CaJl ouf. by whom, and whither ? Are they baniflied 
into a Pagan country, where the light of divine Reve¬ 
lation does not Ihine—banilhed out of ‘ thu pule’ ofe- 
vangelical declarations ? Our author niuftagtiin ^fhow 
his opinion,’ before I know what is meant by thi» 
way of fpeaking- 

external covenant againft which not only Ty 
but thofe eminent Fxdohaptift writers before men¬ 
tioned contend, refpefts God, 5s an external Sove¬ 
reign, requiring external obedience, and promifmg ex¬ 
ternal blellings. It is not a bare declaration of divine 
mercy to miferablc finners j. but of a nature fimilar to 
that into which the Great Supreme entered with the 
Ifraelites at mount Sinai. In which federajtranfadlion, 
it is evident, Jehovali engaged to be their God, in a pe¬ 
culiar fenfe ; and they to be his people, in oppofition to 
every fpccie» of Pagan idolatry. In that covenant, 
confidercd as national, he condefeended to be their 
political monarch; and, on condition of their external 
obedience* to his laws, he promifed them proteffion a— 
gainft their enemies, and every kind of temporal prof- 
perity. To the p^fortnance of that condition, and in. 

Vol. I. 15S. Vol. 11 . 153. Vol. I. iSi, i07. t Vol.I. 
3^j> 258, 259, 

S ^ cjqjeil- 
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expeitatlon of thefe blefliiigs, they folcmnly agreed. 
This covenant being ratified by facrificial blood, all 
Ifrael were confidei cd as Jehovith’s people, and he was 
confidered as their C/.iJ. But we are cxprcfsly taught, 
both bythe Old and t New Tciramciit, that the co¬ 
venant now in force of a n itree vciy diftVrcnt*. 
Nor do the yVpoftIcs give the Ualf hint, that I 
recolleifl’, of any cd'v'eii.'.j';; r.c’v/eaiiH’igbe'-wcec ii Ciod 
and his people, befidt s that whicn is called the New 
Covenant^ and which is cxprcfsly contiaited with tite 
Covenant made at Horebi-. 

Dr. W. argues from the ancient Jewifh relative 
hoUnef^ and refpefting this, he f.ys; ‘ What is deferv- 

* ing of particular notice is, that there are fevcral de- 

* grees of relative holinefs J.’ Tlicfe different degrees 
he thus dclcribes: ‘ To be she ohje5ts of a covenant 
‘ grant, as the Gentile wor ld at large ; us thofe to 
‘ whom the word of fulv.it ion i's aSlmlly frnt\ as the 
'•family of a Chriftign houfcholder ; as a baptl%ed per- 
‘ fon j as an actual nemher of a Chri/lian congrcga- 
‘ tion; and fo on, all denote different degrees of rela- 
‘ tive holinefsHe inilfls that, ‘ inn very general 
‘ fenfe— every man-y whether Jew or Gentile, is deem- 
‘ed holy, i. c. in virtue of (he gofp?l grant of mercy 
‘ and the rlieans of grace to tlic G i jitiies us well as to 
‘ the Jews lb’ Nuy, he rcprelents ‘ un oppcfmg infidel 
‘ or idolate'ifi who is ‘ un avowed enemy to the tleuJ of 
‘ the church,’ as pollelBng ‘ relative landlification or 
' holinefsf.’ 

Should my reader be defirous of knowipg in what 
manner the ancient relativcr holinefs ivas continued, 

/ 

» See the fubjtff m ire largely handled in my Eifu' on the. 
Kineihm of Chyijl, p. 17—ut- + Jer. xxxi. 31—U- Heh. 
viii. S, 9. J \'c)!. 1. 396. § Vol. II. 240- H Vcl. I. 3(16. 

^ Vol. I. 396. 
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from generation to generation, among the Jews ; our 
author will inform him. For, when arguing upon 
thofe w'ords. If the root be holy, fo are the branches, 
he fays; ‘ If the future defeendants of Abraham and 
‘ the patriarchs are to be regarded as hbJy,—than the 
‘ prefeiit Jcv/s are fo in the like fenfe: except we hold 
‘ that THE BOTH ENDS of a genealogical chain has 
‘ ail appropriation to f.^od, whilc*the intermediate links 
‘ are unclean. Which is the fame thing as to fay, that 
‘ this genealogical chain is at once, and in the lame re- 
‘ fpect, a caaNDUCTOR and a non-conductor, of 
‘ this relative holinefs*.’—But though the Jews in the 
time of our Lord’s public minidry, and in virtue of 
this admirable conduBor, were all poflelTed of relative 
holinefs; yet my opponent feems to confider thofe 
whom John baptized] as advanced to a higher degree 
of it. For he reprefents the deputation ot priefts and 
Levites to John as demanding ; ‘ Why doll thou fet 
‘ apart the people, to a higher degree of relative holi- 
‘ nefs than, ufual, by this purification of water, ij thou 
s be not that Chri^-fV —Rcfpe£ling this exterior 
finctity, my opponent further fiys ; ‘ it appears from 
‘ the New 'reftament records that the appointed or- 
‘ dinance ot initiation into this Jlateol relative holinefs, 
‘ individually and explicitly, is, the Ch'rilHan purili- 
‘ cation— Baptism J.’ 

In thefe extradts our author not oiily Ihows his de- 
cilive ‘ oiiinion,’ but lays before us ‘ curious intelli- 
‘ gence.’ Many a long page have I read in vindica¬ 
tion of infant fprinkling, and a thoufand times have I 
heard that the infants of believing parents are pofTcffcd 
of relative fincfkv;'but never, till 1 pernfeA Anti- 
padobaptifm Examined, WJiS I aware of its wide extent, 

• Vni. I. ^66. r Vo!. II. i6, n. Note. Joh. i. lo—16. 
I Vol. I. 265. 

S s or 
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or its great elevation; of the manner in which it is 
communicated, or of its beautiful gradation.—/fr wide 
extent. For every man.^ whether Jew or Gentile, pious 
or profane, moralift or profligate, is now ‘ deemed 
‘ holy’ Y es, the whole world is now in a ftate of re¬ 
lative fandfity. Whereas the fame fpecies of fanftity, 
under the Jewifli D,ifpenfatIon, was confined to one 
comparatively fmall nation.— Jts great elevation. For 
no fooner was baptifm adminiftered by the Mefliah’s 
harbinger, than the Jews expefled their exterior holi- 
nefs to be much increafed.— Tloe manner if its commu- 
nicationy at leaft, among the Jews. That is, by car¬ 
nal generation. This our author has moft elegantly, 
corredlly, and happily exprefled, by a ‘ genealogical 
‘ chain i’ which, in the prefent cafe, is like a ‘ conduc- 
♦ tor’ of the electric fluid; ‘ tke both ends of which 
** has’ an equal force. —Its beautiful gradation. This 
confifts of no lefs than five fteps, and an unknown et 
cePtera. —This ‘ curiolts intelligence’ is, however, of 
fuch an extraordinary nature, that, had it not come 
fi om one who appears to decide an important con- 
troverfy, and who fays with Elihu, ‘I alfo v/ill 
‘ (how mine opinion,’ I (hould not have paid it much 
regard. But^as it is recommended by fuch a folemn 
formality, and accofts us with fuch an air of confe- 
quence, I will niake a few more obfervations upon it. 

Refpediing its wide extent I would afle. What proof 
is adduced, as to the fa£t?' Nay, what evidence is 
there of its exifienccy either with regard to the Patri¬ 
archs, before the Mofaic Difpeqfation commenced; or 
in refpedt of thofe nations among yhom the Jewilh 
people refided, while that CEconomy was continued; or 
with reference to any people, after that Difpenfation 
became oV folete ? There is none, that I perceive, 
with regard to the Patriarchs, For though Enoch 
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j and Noah, Abraham, HaaG„ and Jacob, were the ob- 
' jefts of what our author denominates ‘ a covenant 
‘ grant,’ and were truly pious perfons; yet there i» 
not, in facred hiftory, the leaft hint of their poflcffi'ngr 
this relative, or external hoHnefs.— Nor in refpeSl of 
thofe nations, among whom the fewijh people rejided^ 
They were tranfported into Bajjylon; and there, for 
a courfe of years, the cwily vifiWe church of God fub- 
fifted. There Daniel and Ezekiel *vo'wed the true 
, God. There they prophefied, and publifhed the word 
of falvation.* The Chaldeans, therefore, were favoured 
with means of grace. But was it ever fuppofed that,' 
from thefe privileges, the idolatrous Chaldeans de¬ 
rived any degree of relative holinefs ? Jonah preach¬ 
ed to the Ninivites, and Jeremiah delivered part of 
hispredi6lions in Egypt; yet none, of whom I.have 
heard, ever confidered, either the Ninivites, or the 
Egyptians, as thence deriving an^ external, fanfiity; 
Before the Mofaic DifpenTatfon became extinft, oiir 
Lord publilhed the word of falvation to the Samari¬ 
tans, and.fome of them’ were converted; but neither 
is there any appearance of relative holinefs diffuling 
jtfelf in the land of Samaria.. 

Nor yet with reference to any people, after the Mofaic. 
Difpenfation became ohflete. This, I ^ink, will< ap¬ 
pear, if the true grounds of exterior fanftity. among 
the Jews he well confidered and underftood.- Be it 
obferved, then, that a barely relative holinefs, if I mif- 
take not, .fuppofes its pofleli'ors to be the people of God 
in a merely external fenfe. Such'an external people, 
fuppofes an external covenant,, or one that relates* to' 
exterior condu^ ana temporal bleffings: and an ex¬ 
ternal covenant fuppofes an external king. Now an 
external king, is a political fovercign: but fuch is not 
our Lord Jefus Chrift, nor yet the divine Eathcrl 

S 6 On« 
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Once, indeed, it was otherwlfe : for, concerning tlie 
Ifraelitifli nation, it is thus written ; 7, Jehovah, will 
be thy king—Gideon faid unto' thcm^ fwill not rule 
over you, neither Jhall myfon rule over you : Jehovah 
Jhall rule over you — Jehovah, jwr God, was your 
king*. —Yes, Jehovah, as a temporal monarch, Hood 
related to the ancient Ifraclites, and entered into a 
federal tranfadfion with thcnj, at Sinai; not only as the 
cbjedf of thei^ worfhip, but as their king. Xbeir ju¬ 
dicial and civil inftitutes, their laws of war and of 
peace, various orders refpedling the land they occupi¬ 
ed, and the annual acknowledgments made to the 
Crreat Proprietor of it, were all from God, as tlieir 
political fovereign. Hence all the natural pofterity of 
Jacob vvere Jehovah’s people, on the ground of an ex- 
tenuJ covenant made with the whole nation. 

The children of Ifrael being diflinguifhed from the 
Gentile world, by a fyftem of ceremonial precepts, 
and by.their Divine Sovereign rcfiding among them, 
were denominated a holy nation : for that externa! 
fandtity which they polTefled feems to have arifen, partly 
from their National Covenant, and partly from their 
having the Divine Prefence among them. By the 
former, they renounced idolatry in ail its forms, and 
gave up, themfelves to Jehovah, in oppofition to the 
falfe objefts of Pagan worfliip; which feparation to 
the fervice of God, is denominated holfnefs. By the 
latter, they had a kind of local nearnefs to God, which 
conferred a relative fandtity; as appears by various 
inftances. When, for example, Mofes vyitn aftonifli- 
ment beheld the burning bufh, the ground on which 
he flood was pronounced holy, becaufe of Jehovah’s 
peculiar prefence there. Thus it was in the cafe of 
Jofhua: and fo in regard to the place of our Lord’s 
» llofta xiii. 10. Judges viii. ij. i Sara. vjii. 7. xir. 12. 
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transfia;uration; for Peter calls it the hoi.y mount* * * § . 
And why was part of the ancient faiiiduary called the 
mojl holyplace.,hvX bec*aufe Jehovah in a Angular man¬ 
ner, and under a vifiblc emblem, dwelt there ? Hence 
it is manifefl-, that the Divine Prefence, whether un¬ 
der the form of an augujl perfenage, as in the cafe of 
Jofhua; or under the emblem of devouring fire., as in 
the bufh, and upon mount Sinai; or under the milder 
appearance of a luminous cloud., as over the mercy-feat, 
and at our Lord’s transAguration, confers a relative 
holinefs. It is equally plain, however, that this mira¬ 
culous prefence of God being withdrawn from the 
fcvcral places to which I have juft adverted, they be¬ 
came as deftitute of that limcfity as any other part of 
the earth. 

So the Ifraelites, being feparated from all other na¬ 
tions for the worfliip of Jehovah as their God, to the ex- 
cluAon of all idolatry; avowing fubjedlion to him as 
their king, in contradiftindtion t6 all other fovercigns; 
and he refiding among them in the faneluary, as in his 
royal palace; there was a relative holinefs attending 
their perfons, and almoft evciy thing pertaining 
to them. Por not only Jehovah’s royal pavilion, with 
all its utenfils and fcrvices; the minivers of that 
fandtuary, and their fcvcral veftments; but the people 
in general, the metropolis of their country, the houfes 
of individuals, the land cultivated by them, and the 
produce of that land, were all ftyled holy^. —But why 
Ihould my opponent contend for the relative holinefs 
of perfons* except he alfo aferibe a fandfity of that kind 

* Exocl. ill. c. 2 Pet. i. iS. Compare Pfalm 

Kviii. 17. and'Afts ix. 4. + Sec the fubjeft more largely 

dirciiflcd, in my Effliv on ibe Kingdom of Cbrijh p. 25—32. See 
OuTKAM. Dc Sncrifid'n, L. I. Cap. III. § 2. C. XIX. 

§ 3. %l‘F.yiof.v..DeLeg.lbeh. Ritual. Deffertat. de'I'hcocrat. 
fajjim. Dr. J. OwEX on the Sal/Lath, p. 1S5, 230. 
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to places of worlhip, to clerical habits, and to various 
other things? For it is plain that the Jewifli exter¬ 
nal purity, whether of perfons, of places, or of things, 
originated in the fame National Covenant, and in the 
fame relation of God to Ifrael: and, confcquently, 
muft have the fame duration in one cafe, as in ano¬ 
ther *. We '^mrt/ juftly conclude, therefore, that 
the federal and relative hofmefs of which our author 
fpeaks, is a perfeft ftranger to the Chriftian CEco- 
nomy. 

Refpeifing ceremonial pollution anS external purity 
Paedobaptifts have exprefled themfelves as follows. Dr. 
Sherlock. : ‘ The Gofpel [does not] admit of any 
‘ legjil unclcanncfies and pollutions—Nor is there qhy 
‘ fymbolical prefeiice of Go(j under the Gofpel, which 

* puts an end to the legal uncleannefs of places and 
‘ things. God dwelt among the Jews in the temple 
‘ at Jerufalem, where were the fymbols and figures of 

* his prefence. It was God’s houfe, and tlierefore a 
‘ holy place, and every thing that belonged to it had a 
‘ legal holinels. For the holinefs of things and places 
‘ under the Law, was derived from their relation to 
‘ God and his prefence. This was the only place for 
‘their typioil and ceremonial worlhip,—and where 
‘alone they were to offer their facrifices and oblations 
‘ to God.- .The vecy place gave virtue to their wor- 
‘ fhip and ficrifices, which were not fo acceptable in 
‘ other places; nay, which could not be offered in 

* other places without fin—The caufe of this legal 
‘ holinefs was, Goi's peeulipr Presence'^ in the tem- 
‘ pie, where God chofe to i^wel^ as in his own houfe, 

‘ which fan£iified the temple, and all things belonging 
‘ to it. The effeil was, that this holinefs of the place 

• Sec Padobap, Exam. Voi. II. p. 391 —397- 

‘ fan<Si» 
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‘fonftified the worfliip, and gave value and accepta- 
‘ tion to it*.’--Bp. Taylor ; ‘ The meafures of Icr- 
‘ gal and evangelical purity are wholly differing—In the 
‘ Chriftianlaw, all purities and impurities arefpiritual f.' 
— Venema, who profeffedly and at large refutes the 
notion of an external holinefs underthe New CEconomy, 
fays: ‘ J^othing, it may be affirmed| can be found in 
‘ Scripture, that favours relative fandity; and there- 
‘ fore it may be juftly rejected J.’—Mr. Arch. 
‘Hall: ‘ Their covenant holinefs [fpeaking of the 
‘ ancient Jews,J as a nation feparated to dwell alone, 

‘ and not to be reckoned among the reft of the nations, 

‘ was entirely peculiar to them —Dr. Dodojiidge : 

‘ It feems very unreajonahle to limit fuch phrafes as 
‘[Go/j chofen,] when applied to Chriftians, ju l to 
‘ the idea which the like phrafes had when applied to 
‘ the Jews—I cannot forbear faying, that to determine 
‘ the fenfe of the words called, redeemed,^AHcririED, 

‘ and fo on, when applied to the Chriftian church, bjr 
‘ that in which they are ufed in Mofes and the Pro- 
‘ phets with refpedl to the whole people of Ifrael, feems 
‘ to me as unreafonable, as it would bo to maintain, 

‘ that the dimenfions, the ftrength, and the beauty erf 
‘ a body, are to be moft exaflly eftimated by looking 
‘ on its Jhadaw 1 |.’ —Dr. Owen, when deferibing the 
proper fubjedts of a particular Chriftian church, fays: 

* Let it then bE confidercd what is fpoken of the 
‘ church of the Jews in their dedication unto God, as 
‘ unto their typical holinefs, with the application of 

• Preferv. agahiji Po/irrv, ^ol. II. Apendix, p. 42, 43. 
t Dua.Dub. B. II. Cft.ip-'fii. Rule v. § 6. J Dijferlal. 
Sac. L. n. Cap. X. § Compel Worjbip, Vul. I. p. 510. 

I Note, oni Peter ii. 9. 0 ?;Poftfeript to Preface, 
p. 17. Edit. 4th. 
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‘ it unto Chriftian churches ill keal hc/inefs.’ AgaiH> 
in another of his learned wo^ks, when fpeakingof the 
Chriftiari theology and the Gofpel church, he fays; 
‘ Ut exfeiis renaiis coriftet ecclelia Evangelica, pof- 
‘ tulat haec theologia—Populuni Judaicum in ftatuin 
‘ eccleftafticum vocatum, totum fandfuin purumque 
‘ pronuntiavit iffe Deus— Populus fanilus , Jehovec 
< Deo tuo. Prout autem hiftituta omnia ecclefi.x ifti 
‘ oixetx, tvpica fuere, et fpiritualium //.tWovruv exyoc- 
‘ S-wv umbra, ita sanctitas ijla^ quam toti populo 
‘ Deus afcribit, non niii oiriorriTOf ilTius 
‘ quam toti ccclefix fux Dominus Jefus per Spiritum 

* Sanftum Inrgiturus elTet, erat quaedam prxfigura- 

* tio —Let my reader now confider, wliether thefe 
things be not abfolutely ineonfiftent with our author’s 
notions of relative holinefs ; and with his reprefenting 
the following fcrintural expreflions, 0 'Jacoh, and Ifra- 
el MY CALLED —tThe CALLED of Jcfts Cbrift — Cal¬ 
led to be SAINTS —as meaning merely ‘ to be invited 
‘ to the honours and privileges of the vijihle church,’ 
and ‘ to be adlually poflrefTed of Juth privileges -f?’ 
An interpretation this unworthy the character of my 
opponent, as avowing the doctrines of divine grace ! 

Dr. tv. infifts that relative holinefs not only ftill 
cxifls, but that it appears and flourifhes with regard 
to perfons, in a greater variety of dtjgrees than, as far 
as the Scripture informs us,.it ever did while the Co¬ 
venant made at Horeb was in force. For, among the 
ancient Jews, I difeern only four degrefes of exterior 
fandtity attached to pcrf(j|ns: that is, to the common 
people, to the Levitts, to tiic-^ricfts, and to the high- 

• I Per. ii. <, Nature of Gofjnl O'rtnh am! its Coven. 
p. s. L. VI. Cap. 'vii. § 2. j- ICa. xlviii. 12. 

Rom. i. 6, 7. Vo!. I. 348. 
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pricft. Whereas, under the Chriftian CEconomy, my 
opponent exprefsly mentions five degrees of relative 
holinefs ; befides wliichjho gives his reader an et cate- 
ta, tliat leads him to conceive of I know not how 
many more, in a beautifully afeending line. For in- 
ftance: If the reader be an Independent, he naturally 
thinks of a deacon., an occafional minifter of the word, 
and of a Jiated paftor. If an Englifllf Epifcopalian, the 
long gradation between a church-warden, and the me¬ 
tropolitan of all England—^nay, rather, the Sovereign 
of Great Britai/i, whether male or female—occurs to 
his mind. But if a Papift, he thinks of the meaneft 
ccclefiaftical officer, and afeendsto the Roman pontiff, 
in whofe character he finds Ilolincfs itfelf. .On the 
Congregational plan, however, there is latitude fuffici- 
ent for » greatly prolonged gradation, refpediing this 
relative firnsflity. Becaufe rny opponent maintains, 
that a meafure of this holinefs is poffefled by ‘ the 
‘ Gentile world at lar^e' —even $h*)fe of the Heathen 
to whom the word of falvation is not ‘ actually fent.’ 
Confequently, the firfl degree of relative faniflity at¬ 
taches to the poor Hottentots. From them, therefore. 
Dr. W. can afcend,onthc Congregational plan, to the 
Chriftian priefl fprinkling the water of purification at 
the font, and to the fame priefl as officiafing ‘ at the 
‘ ho!y ALTAR.’ 

Clearly, nctfwithflanding, as thefe paftitulars may 
appear to our author, I fhould be glad of information 
what is become of all thofe degrees of relative holinefs, 
that were mttached in former times, by divine law, to 
the land of Ifracl, and tcy^ different places in that land. 
For, as according fi.tlre Jewifh Rabbies, there were 
ten decrees of relative fuictity belonging to peifons ; 
ll) they inform us, that there were eleven degrees of 

that 
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that holinefs polTeffed by different places *, It is mani- 
feft alfo, that not only the perfons of all the Ifraelites, 
the land of Ifrael in general,^ aiiil particular places in 
that land more efjKcially, wore accounted holy; but 
that the uteniils of the fandfuary, and the facerdotal 
veftinents, were all of them dignified with tlie fame 
fpecics of faniiity. Why, then, docs not our author 
extend his idea oUrclative holinefs a little wider ? Was 
rdl the land of Ifrael holy ? \v!iy fliould he not confidcr 
ail thofe parts of the earth, that are nov/ inhabited, as 
equally holy ? Why does he not aferibe a ftill greater 
degree of relative fanefity to ail thofe places where 
the poiitivc rites of religious worfliip are performed; 
to the private houfes in which we dwell; to the bafin 
ufjd in the prieftly work of ceranonitd- purification ; 
to ‘ the altar' at which a. facerdotal perfon ofificiates ; 
and to the garments lie wears, when performing his 
prieftiy fervices ? No doubt but he conliders relative 
holinefs, in all its various branches, as a benift and a 
priviiege ccrf-rrcH. rn the Jcwiin chu-ch. Why then 
docs he not, in the fullell fenfe, lay claim to tliat an¬ 
cient prerogative ? 

This omifTioii is the more to be remarked, bccaufe 
he ftrongly infills, That ‘ whatever benefits and privi- 
‘ leges b-Umged to the former Difpenfation, continue 
‘ to fis'ju on to the prefnU if not expressly repealed ; 

‘ for the chajige of a Difpenfation, of i^ef, is no adc- 
‘ quatc cavife of their abiogation t-’ 
give fuch a partial and curtailed view tif this relative 
fanftity ? Why fhould it not be exhibited m all its an¬ 
cient latitude ? For where, in the New I eftament, 
does our author find the bentfitof,relative holinefs, re- 

• Vide BrM'NIVV,,Cc>ot»«h/. ia Fpift. ad Urb, C;p. x* 
p. 410, All. and Dr. Lioutkooi’s IcmpU SeruM, Chap-'■ 
Qumo Edit. Voi. 1 . 2J7. 
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psfting cidier land or houfes, ecclefiaftical utenfih or 
cmoiv.cA garments, more exprefsly repealed, than that 
which, under the former Difpenfation, attached to/irr- 
fons ? Ady onponent rhuft, therefore, either difcard, or 
a 1 nit, the whole of this relative fanftity : for neither 
his own principles of rcafoning, nor the nature of the 
c.ifc, will permit hitn to do otherwife. Of this holi- 
nefs, to a certain degree, he is ve^y defirous; that it 
may fervc as a pedeftal fpr Pa.*dobaptifm. But if he 
fairly obtain any part of it, he mull have the whole; 
and then he will pollefs an admirable fupport for Papal 
fuperftition. • 

Before I difinifs our author’s doftrine of relative ho- 
linefs, the mode of its communication, as defcribed by 
him, defcrvcs regard. He afcribes die tranflnilEon of 
exterior finclity to natural generation; which he moft 
hajipily and philofophically compares to an eleilrical 
eondu/ytor. In another place he informs us, neverthe- 
lefs, that baptifm is ‘ the appointed ordinance of initia- 

* tion into this fate of relative'holine.fs, individually 

* and explicitly.’ That is, we are born, we are by 

nature, in a ftate of relati /e holinefs j and then we are 
put into that honourable ftate by baptifm ! In other 
words, we no fooner come into the world than we are 
internally full of snoral qualifications, aqd externally 
bright with relative holincf? ; which render us com¬ 
pletely fit for ceremonial purification, ant^for being-/«- 
itiated into a»ftate of exterior fandity ! This, reader, 
is either another ‘ tornt myftery;’ or elfe my oppo¬ 
nent is little fhoit of being ‘ plump againft’ him- 
felf._I fflould rather have thought; on his princi¬ 

ples, that natural gener^ion, in virtue of an external 
covenant, put us individually, and even explicitly, into 
a ftate of exterior fandity, independent of baptifm. But 
as Mr. Hooker, whom Dr. V/. pronounces 
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whenfpeaking of infants that have been folemnly 
initiated by baptifin, reprefents them ‘ as being in the 
'■ fi ft'degree of their gkoftly mstkn towards the adfual 

* habit of faith 4 fo, till baptized, it feems as if, ac¬ 
cording to our author, they were only in ‘ the firH de- 
‘ gree of their ghoftly motion toward’ a ftate of rela¬ 
tive holinefs. 

Dr. W. argues from yewi/h ctreumdfon, and thus 
he fpeaks: It ‘ is felf-evident—that infants^ during 

* the long period from Abraham to Chrid, were 
'• fidtahle oi'je,^s of a covenant grant,; and capable 
’•fuhje.Hs of a covenant feal J.’ But if thefe premlfes 
infer his conclufion, it might be proved, independent 
of a divine precept, that Lot, and his male poftenty 
—nay, even the idolatrous Heathens, were fully ca- 
titled to circumcifion. Yet'our autlior himfeif in¬ 
forms us we have not‘fufRcient evidence, that circum- 
‘ cifion—was ever adminiftered to the JewiJb infants, 

‘ but as they had a retrofpeif relation to tlic renowrt- 

* ed patriarchs, Abraham, Ifaac, and Jacob That 
Lot was adtuall)’ the objedt of what is called ‘ a cove- 

* nant grant;’ and that his male poflrcrity were ‘capable 
‘ fubjedts of a covenant feal,’ will be admitted. Nay, 
it is clear from the conduct of Providence under the 
Chriftian GEconomy, that profligate Pagans and their 
children, had it been the divine pleafure, were equally 
fuitable obieQs of the grant, and equally capable fub- 
jedls of the feal. There is no proof, however, that 
cither Lot, or idolatrous Heathens, had any title to 
circumcifion. ..Nor can my opponent deny, on this 
ground, that either manifeftly profane pdrfons, or mere 
infants, have a claim to the Lor^l’r. fupper. 

Dr. W. adds; ‘ To Ly that baptifm is a fucceda- 

♦ Vol. II. 196. t Ibi^r/mjlicnl I'oluj, B. V. § 64. t • 
11 . 234, 235. § Av/fou Mokxice, p. 314. 

‘perhaps. 
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‘ neum for, or comes in the room of circurr.cirior, is, 

‘ perhaps, an exceptionable way of ftating the matter.’ 
Readily granted.—‘ But,’ he proceeds, ‘ this we muft 
‘ maintain, that wha» circuracifion eminently fealed 
‘ under the law, baptifin feals under the gsfpel Sup- 
pofinc;, for the fake of argument, this were admitted ; 
it would not follow that Infant baptifm is a divine ap¬ 
pointment, as the circurnciiion of infants was. Let 
our author prove, that jhe law tit circumcifion, and 
the law of baptifm, are equally clear for infints being 
the fubjects of each inllitute, and we Hull certainly 
give up the ppint. 

It is worthy of remark, that though Dr. W. here 
confuler the righteoujnefs cf faith as the bleiting emi~ 
neatly fealed by circumcifion, and by baptifm; yet he 
clfbwherc iniifts, that the gift o/thc Spirit, and fanc- 
ti'.’cation, are the piindpa? things rtpref.iited by bap¬ 
tifin. For thus he fpeaks; ‘In baptifni is eminf.nt- 

‘ J.V exhibited the chwri-purlag of the Holy Spirit _ 

‘ I fcruple not to aluat It, ther> is no oh;,-el whatever 
‘ in all the New rellament, u' f-, iiy and fo «- 
‘ pUcitly f.gnificd by baptifm, .1? r/ny.’- Jvirc influences 
‘ —It appears moft probable that tl'.e eai ioii.s influences 
‘ of that divine agent arc prhcipaih reprefented in bap- 
‘ tifm f.’ Now, unlefs one thing L'e emin.atly repre- 
fenteJ. in baptifm, and another thing v.v.\mv.i\yJealedhy 
it, ou.v author is not f-r Lorn being ^plump againft’ 
him'idf.— i\'.i '-xtr.iordi’.viiy afi’crticn jf’Dr. Ford, as 
tj'.iotcd witii iq'ptnb.ilion ! y Dr. W., dtferv.t? '.lur no- 
t'C-- ‘ '1 i'-e iret.’.s ...f God,' fays Dr. Ford, ‘were 

‘ cnmii'.ititn' : the j;vvs, and this upon TKi: account 
‘ f.Winn.eif.e—V^K'i, uWKD THEIR Bl.stt TO CIR- 
‘ CUV. .. cnL’ 'By wliich you are t.iught, reader, 
fh.'.i sliv'r.e Rvvcbticr. is owing to rircumcifion, rather 


♦ v.,; i; 


' Vol. I. uC, iqH, '97. J A'-ji, II. 324. 

than 
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than circumcifion to divine Revelation. A moft ex¬ 
travagant pofition! but, as our author fays, ‘ Wonders 
*■ never ceafe.'— I fhall now exclude this particular 
with obferving, thgt though under the article Circum- 
cijion, I had produced fourteen ‘ competent and unex- 

* ceptionable witnefles,’ befides two Quakers, in out- 
favour ; and though I had, for near twenty pages to¬ 
gether, endeavoured, to prove the futility of all argu¬ 
ments againft us, that are derived from that ancient 
rite; yet my opponent boafts of having given a '■full 

* reply,’ when he has done little more than ‘ fhown his 
‘ opinion.’ 

Dr. W. argues from the fewijh Profelyte baptifm : 
but herp, as in other cafes, he ‘ fliows his opinion,’ 
without ‘ anfwering his part.’ In the Second Edi¬ 
tion of Padohupufm Examined, I produced no fewer 
than fourteen Piedobaptift writers in our favour, with 
reference to this branch of the controverfy: many of 
whom v/ere eminently well verfed in Jewifti antiqui¬ 
ties, and feme of iliem profefledly oppofed our author, 
with regard to the early date of this Jewifti bathing. T o 
the quotations ftiere adduced, I will here add three or 
four teftimonies from other authors.—Thus, then, 
that eminent German Reformer, Luther ; ‘ John 

* the Baptift tvas a neiv prophet,—and baptifm, for re- 

* pentance and remiffion of fins, was a new rite 
Basnage: This cuftom [of baptizing profelytesj 

* is not fo old as is generally believed; for we do not 
*■ obferve that the multitude of Egyptians, or the fa- 

* mily of Jethro, who followed Mofes, were baptized 
‘ in the defert after they had embraced the Jewifti rc- 

* ligion—J osephus relates the forced converfion of 

* the Idumeans, wrought by Hircanus, who obliged 

* Opera. Brevifs. Annotat. in Matt. Ui. Tom. V. fol. 4. 

♦them 
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* tbemtobecircumcifed; but he does not fpeakof any 
*■ baptifm conferred upon that nation. SbaM it be faid, 

‘ That he included baptifm under the other rites of 
‘ Judaifm which that nation obfcrved ? That may 
‘ be; but it muft be owned, that as Josephus never 
‘ fpoke of thofe forts of baptifms, and forgetting them 
‘ in a circumftance where they ought to have been 

* mentioned, there are fome grounds to believe tliat 
‘ their ufe was not yctknoyn in H/rcanus’s time. 

‘ The Rabbies that fpeak of this baptifm arc divided 
‘ about the origin and neceflity of it—M aimonides 
‘ believed this bjiptifm abfolutely neceffary to a pro- 
‘ felyte. But this docs not feem fo much an eccleftnjfi- 
‘ cal rite., as a political law : at Icaft, it is the Houfe 

* of J\idgnicnt that orders this baptifm and and the ce- 
‘ remonies of it*.’—Bp. N'EVVcome : ‘ 'I'he embafly 
‘ of priefts and Levites afiteti Jdhn, IFIiy haptixejl thouy 

* if thou be not the Chrijl., neither Elias, nor a Pro- 
phet ? Hence we learn, that baptizing was a mark 

‘ of alTuming an exalted chara£lcr, find even one way 
‘ of intimating a" claim of the Mefliahfhip itfelff.’— 
Dr. LardnePv : ‘As for the baptifm of Jcwifli profe- 
‘ lytes, I take it to be a mere f.Hion of the Rabbins, 
‘ by whom we have fuffered ourfelves to be impofed 
‘ uponj.’ ^ 

To the conceflions, the teflimonies, and the rea- 
fonings of eminent Paedobaptiffs, on this p^t of the 
general fubjedf, ipy own refledfions v/ere added, fo as 
to fill between thirty and forty pages §: yet from all 
this my opponent condefeends to quote only three lines, 
and gives ‘ a.full reply’ in lefs than thret pages || !— 

s 

• Hijlort of the fe-jjs, B.,V. Chap. vii. § 7, 8, q. 4 TtfpW 
to Vr. PRiESTLKv’i Second Letter on the Duration of our Lords 
Minifiry, p. 113. } Letters to and from Dr. 

Lett. Ixxxix. p. 275. § Sec V'ol, II. p. 162—197. H Vol. 

il. i30, 231, 232. 

In 
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In that admirably concife and complete reply with 
which I anit honoured, he quotes Dr. Doddridge, 
as exaftly expreffing his own thoughts on the fubjedh 
‘ It is ftrangc to me,’ fays the'Dodor, ‘ that any fliould 
* doubt whether profelytes were admitted into the Jew- 
‘ ifti church by baptifm, that is, by umjhing ; when it 
‘ is plain from exprefs pafl’ages in the jewilh law, that 
‘ no Jew, who l^ad lived lilce a Gentile for one fuiglc 
‘ day, could be reftoieJ ito the communion of the 
‘ church without it. Compare Numbers the nineteenth, 
‘ nineteenth and twentieth, and manyother precepts re- 
‘ lating to ceremonial pollutions; by<which the Jews 
‘ were rendered incapable of appearing before God in 
‘ the tabernacle or temple, till they were wiv/Zjfif either 
‘ bv bathing or fprlnklittg*.' 

Stnmgr that any Jhoulcl^ doubty whether profelytes 
were adn/ilted into the Jeivijh church by baptifm. But 
have not learned Pa*dobai)tifts afl'erted a fact, when 
they alTure us. That this profelyte baptifm is: not fo 
much as once mentioned in Scripture, in the Apochry- 
pha, in Josephus, or in Phjlo.^ Is it not equally 
ftrangc, that fo ;nany Protrjhints, eminent for learning 
and piety, fhould conlidcr P.-edobaptifiit as a poftive, 
religious rite, and avow the prailicc of it; while they 
acknowlfdge that there is neither .an exprefs command, 
nor plain example, for it in the New 'I'eftament; and 
to defend their conduct, have rccourfe to a Jewifh cc- 
i-Ltnony about which the Bible is tnfirely filcnt.? Had 
aot Pa.'dob.iptirm come into falhi'-n, and had it not 
leen dcifitute of proper fcriptnral evidence; learned 
Voteftants, 1 air. pcrfu.ulei!, v.i/idd nevci have pleaded 
r>r the high anihju.ty of this lahihriical b.iptifm. But, 
s Infant ijiririkli;:.: n.' toni- a;! iinetcr.ite cnfttim, 

ndmiilt i'! 1 01:, ■„—1 ;■ i, bv tnid 


itd.Tcncf i 
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inference; many of its dcfeiulers have thought it ne- 
cofTary, to infer the right of infants to Chriifiaa bap- 
tifni, from the rabbinical jjrofelyte bathing. Thus a 
Jcwifli rite, refpecling* which the Bible is profoundly 
filcnt, becomes the pedeffal for a ChrilHan ceremony, 
nowhere mentioned in the New Teftamcnt; and one 
prcfiinijitio!! is creeled upon another ! 

Strange that any J})ould elouht] •whether prcfeJylcs 
•were admitted i’:to the ydiviJI} chtirch hy haj tifm. But 
is it not Hill more flian^c, that our author fhould fay. 
Dr. Dodd.ridge ^ cxailly exprefles my thoughts,* 
when he fo fpe'.iks; and yet, in the next page but one, 
tell us, ‘ The ceremony of adinifiion into the chuich 
^is indeed aj.ter;:!-) byourl^ord’s jiofitiv'e authority, 

‘ Profilyle al! naiions i;aptI7,]N(3 than-, and to this 
*■ we fincerely fubmit * Fpr if the ancient ccrcmonv 
of admitting prefeiytcs into tlic Jewilli church was 
baptifhr, and if the rile of adfnillhjii into the Chriilian 
church he buptifm-, how can it be laid, that the ceie- 
mony is aitered? Baptizing, firely, maji be baptiz¬ 
ing, whether it be pcifonned by Jews or Chriftians, 
Here, therefore, is cither aiK.ther f,;lf-coutradidfion, 
or ‘ a iaient mylrery."—Dr. W. immediately adds ; 

' Nor let our oppoiing bre-thren, we intixat thim, call 
' cur fr:ce> ily in qu jlic'., tor thiir tium kTe j-.’ A 
ftrong infuniatiou, this, tliat v.'c impeach fmcer.ty f 
But, if fuch an impeachment be lound in any of cur 
publications, it is more than I either know, or approve. 
Nor can he produce a Tingle inflance out i.f Pieddap- 
tif/n it.v.v.'/uH.i/, by which it would appear that i ha.ve, 
in anv mcafurc, called their fiicei'ty in cpicf ion ; or, 
if 1 were comiiiceti ih.n tlure is any p.iiiage ct diat 
kind, I would here niotl corJi.xlly reiiawi. .t. Nay, I 


T 
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cxprcfslv g'lauled my rc.iders againtt every i'uipicioii of 
that nature *; nor li.ivc I, that I rcoelleL'^, fo much as 
cnee charged our PiucpbapliH Brctlircn with lt;^ctiy. 
Oil accoui'.t cf ihelr Pmuub.apiiv' I’entimcnt'. Wheic- 
as Dr. it is notorious,.n .'twitl'.Pauding the can¬ 
dour and the benevoleiipc of which he boails, has im- 
pcnc'.wd r;v as already obfervi.’d j ; and lias 

V TV iVcqucn'.'',' reprefentcJ the Ihiptiits as li?cts. 
Yes, with couluin'.aaie eieg,:nce, and cqiial cajidoiir, 
he ivpK'fents us as ‘ screwikg’ a poiitive lite ‘ in 

* the vicr, of bigotry.’ A fpecimen, this, both of his 
genius, and of his klndiiefs to in, whiqh deferves ad- 
iniration j and for which, douhtlefs, he will gala the 
apphiufe cf his learned, his polite, and his c.uuiid 
readers. 

Stytiyi ‘^0 tt of firiy fi ot-Jd ’'iou.'ty Zi'bituor pyojih'itH 

XV!,-e (idi'iita : h-H •'/■(• churct h Put 

js it nol ecjuaiiyyrVrt.'ire that my opponent, in defence 
<jf Paniebaptif’r., fiuuild h.tve rccoui l'e to a fuppefed 
fewifh ceremony, never mention.cl in Scripture; 
when, in the fd.rvl':. (f polemical might, he propofes 
‘ to confront, to hre,.k, and to rout,’ every phalanx of 
our argument.-, by fliow;ng,‘ 'I'iiat th.ere is fufficient 

* po.siTiVE o'vuh.fU! it IS tne will C'f Ciiriff bapti'/.ed 

* b^V'evinn parents (Kould cndtttvour to gettneir chil- 

* drenbap^trned i?’ Is there any ccciifion for one who 
doferibes py'i.'ifir evldnire as lie does, and who pro¬ 
pofes to adduce ibdt I.iyd o( evldenrc,iUi pioof of its 
being ‘ the will of Chrlfl’ that, infants fliculd be bap¬ 
tized; toareiic from a Jewifh ceremony, which many 
learned’ Ptedebaptiibs themfelvcs confulsr. as 

into exiftence, long after the commencement c,f Chnf- 
tian baptifm ? Yet fo it is ! Poftlve evidence from 

» See r.rA/vy-.J'.v.'W.p .jS,-, .iSj. Or, Vcl. If. p. 540- 
t Seep. 62. ;Vol.J.2C:. 
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■Scripture muft be fupported, it fcems, by a]>peali!ig to 
a rabbinical rite not mentioned in Scripture !—Nor is 
be contented with reprefenting Chriftiaii luil-tiftn as a 
Jewifli inftitutc continued, for the uf; of our Lord’s 
dilcipks: no, he a If) places the facred fapper on the 
fame fjoting. Thcfe are his words : ‘ It is beyond 
‘ al! rcafonible doubt, that hiiptifai, as a purifying rite, 

‘ anJ the holy p!ppi:r.,xs, a fdcinn jewifh feftiva!, were 
‘ ir, u!e Aiyi/r ihcir appointment as franding ordinances 
‘ i.n tlic church—So jufily fjundol is that conv- 
plaiiit of Mr. ir. BRAnr.cii'ig v.ho, wl'ica opp. f.rg 
the S<'cinian';, and vfien fpeakiiig -of bapiifin .ua’. 'di; 
Lord’s ilipper, fays: "ib.'d'i tb...le frlcnmicic'' :'.;e vc-, 
pixfat-ed as no more tlian t.lv; frerments i.f Judadfin. 

‘ As if there v.'a^ rmv propriety in our Lord’s teiiing 
‘ the difeipie', *hat t)ll pou'er seas :dveit tj hh:: hctl> in 
‘ bt'dc'cn an / i't '•art! ., only to recomnien.i a fcnij) ot’ 
an old religion ! (.):•, as if the Apoille had attv' need, 

‘ to I iV, li,; Ii id rrcc’i'ed f-V/f ef t/je Lord., wiiich Ire rc- 
‘ cuM i'l hy the iniJillon of his fathers I!’ 

Dr. DGR, however, pleads twprefs p'liJaycs 

in the Me'fiie law, for cerentonlal pinidcation by- 
water. That fich precepts theie are, is f ankly ac¬ 
knowledged: but will this prove lh.<c profe/je hailing 
to have been a divine appointment ? To clcaufe a Jew 
from legal defilement, was evidently a diTrent thing 
from baptiziiig'a Gentile, as a rite of adirdtlion into 
the church. Befides, the former was cxprcfsly ap- 
poijtted of God; but the latter is nowhere mentioned 
in divine lavf.—As to thofe expreffions of Dr. Dood- 
RiDCtE, ‘ waflied bv fprlttkling they are never uftd, 
that I recollect, either in the A'lolaic law, itr facred 
hiltory, or in common fpeech. Nor do I think it pro- 

* ^'Jl. T. 27S. f L/ecrjfiiy oj Cnt.'iial'ngfur ihe Ln.'A 

p. ,;o. 

’T 0 Kab!.. 
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table they would ever have been ufed, by any writer 
■of reputation, had it not been for Infant fprinkling, 
and to keep the praiflice of itjn countenance. For, 
to fpri nkle a few drops of water upon any peifon 
■or thing, and to wafy the one or the other; arc 
always, in common afFairs, diftinguilhed, and frc- 
-quently contrafted the one with the otlier. ‘ The word 
wajh in Engl;fh,bfays Dr. CAMPnr.f.L, ‘ wlien ufed 
■* as a neut;r t ■:-ib, withoist a re.:l:i:', a, is ct.'nvnohlv, if 

* not alwaj'S, underftood to relUc to the vjlydc hi.iy 

Our audior adds; ‘ liven Dr. (lilt, allov/s that 

* there were haptif/ns among the Jews' ior e.-ynn-inial 
*■ uncli-annrfd He allu produces Dr. Cai.c, who 
jays; ‘ I'hat th'? Jews, on account of fl-vera! kinds of 
‘ pollution, ufed to purifv tliemfelvcs by ten/.w’.v-, c.in- 

* not be ijudHoned.’ Vv'hencedie conclude'; ‘Tlicr-, i’ re 
‘it appears with fuperior Lvi.lic'.cf,ficun ih.e »;ftiin<.ny 
‘of thefc coiTipetent ;iud unexc; ptionabie w.iiielies, 
‘ that brtptii.n was vyc!! knov.ni, as a ceremoiii.tl, puii- 
‘ lying rite, prior to the Chriilian aera; coniequent- 

* Iv, our Lord appointed a ceremony whicli evas in 
‘ ufe before, as a feal of the covenant to be api>li;'J to 
‘ all who are initiated into the church f.’—Nov.' ttiis is 
demoiiftratlon—demonllnition too, on the ground of our 
own concts.'iions ! So inadvertent were thtfe Doiftors 
astoacknowledge, that the Jews, long beforcour Lord's 
incarnation,*pradtifed b.ithing for ceremonial purifica¬ 
tion, in obedience to txprefs fw'mz commands; by 
which they have conceded, that Gentile profelytes 
were admitted. into the Jewifli church Jjy btithing, 
without a divine command fjnd without any evidence 
of the faift ! Nor is it lefs clear* from what the con¬ 
ceding Doilors have faid, that the profelyte baptifm 

* on John. is. 7. f Vol. II. 230, 231, 232. 

was 
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was a feal of th^ covenant; for my opponent’s there-^ 
fore., and e«?^j*irwn^,prove it beyond a doubt.—Never 
was polemical writer better pleafed with any concef- 
fion made by opponenfr, than Dr. W. is in the cafe 
before us : yet never, furciy, was there lefs reafon for 
it! 

As it is allowed by Paedobapti/ls thcmfelves, that 
the JewiOt profelyte b.iptliin, by whonifoever intro¬ 
duced, v/as perfbrined 1^' irwiefi'u , it ir.ufl' have 
but an awkward appearance for an',', wiv n endeavour¬ 


ing to prove the lawfulnefs of fi-i fje infants of 

ChrijTians, to aim at evincing tiuit the j.c v. s had a cuf- 
tom of dipping thofe Gentiles who voluntarily .'tnorncedl 
Paganlfm. For, as a late writer has okferved; ‘ A 
‘ law to dip, is not a law XrtJprinUe : a law for a maa 
‘ to dip himfelf, is not a’n authority for another man 
‘ to dip him: a law to t^p injlrtuled profelytes, is not 
♦ a law to baptize infant :; a law to waih the firjf con- 
‘ vert of a family, is not an authority to vvafli all the. 
‘ dcfccndanls cf that cemverf: a* law to enjoin three 
‘things, circumficion, waQjing, and fierihce, is not 
‘ fulfilled by a performance of only on: of the three*.’ 
The obterv'aticn of in a h.rnlar cafe, will 


here apply: ‘ llle dicebat ciim; Cum lecr.ina non 
‘ fufficircr, pel’etn vulpinam eiTe afluendani •(.’ A re¬ 
mark of J. G. Carpzovius, rcfp.’iting the argu¬ 
ment for Faedobaptifm from the Jewilh pfofelyte bath¬ 
ing, iball contlude this particular. ‘ Sed male con- 
‘ fultam elTet baptifltio-infantum, ft non alio niteretur 


‘ Achillc X-’ 

Dr. W.«contends, that all the grants and privileges,^ 
if not exprcfsly repealed, which were enjoyed under- 


* Mr. Robinson’s Hlfory of Ba/>ti/m, p. 30. f Banfltft.. 
Tom. 1V. J,. VI!. Cap. x'uii. § 17. j: Appareu. Hifl, Cdti 
.gLnl!^. Hue. Aniiotat. p. 47. 
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a firmer CKconomy, are continued under the imms- 
diatjly iuccccding Difpenfuion. Thefe are his words: 
Wiutcver benefits and privileges belonged to the 

* former Difpenfation, continue to flow on to the pre- 

* fent, if not exprcfsly repealed j for the change of a 

* Dlfpeiifation, of itfelf, is no adequate caufe of their 

* abrogation—(Irants and privileges continue in force 
‘ until repealed. Which repealing, if it be not cithcT 

* exprifs, or arife flom the i,iature of the cafe, in itfelf 

* pLiitjy can have no binding influence, that is to fay, 

* no exigence at all—Since infuits did actually make 
*a part of God’s church at the time of delivering tliefe 
‘ prophecies [hefoic mentioned,] and ever liad been 

* held in that relation from the beginning of the 

* world j it is evident that we ought to be influx 

* cnced by nothing fliort of' a deetjive contravention 
‘ from the Supreme Head oPthe church, to alter our 
‘ conduct tov/ards our ofFspring—\Vc may as foon 
‘ coatrive an even balance pofleired of the wonderful 
‘ property of outweighing fomething wdth nothing ! 
‘ as to contrive a rule for excluding infants from the 
‘ church of the New Teftamcnt, without an EX- 
‘ PRESS injunction for fo doing—Nothing can be ad- 
‘ milBblc in evidence againft Paedobaptift principles, 
‘ —which docs not reject and excommunicate infants 
‘ f.-J tir MC^T EXPRESS AND UNEQUIVOCAL MAN- 

* ner—D oes God ever fay, Baptifm is not to your 
‘ infant chrildren, though the promife i^to them*?'— 
But if thefe pofitions, and the arguments by which he 
endeavours to fupport them, prove any thing, they 
prove too much; as may appear by th^ following 
eonfidcrations. 

•' Vol. I. 237,140, 260, lUi. 314, 320. \ ul. IT. ji"' Sec 

sife, Ve!. 1 . 272, 350, 

Wert 
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Were this way of reafoniiig agaiiift us conclufive, 
it would prove that the p.:culiaiitics, in general, of 
Judaifm arc yet in forse: for very few of them are, its 
the New TeftarnL-nt, contravened in that exprefs, de- 
cifivcy and une'juivocid inanurr, on which onrauthor fo 
mucli infill?. Not here to mention the National form 
of the Jcwifli church, where docs he find an ecclefi^ 
afiical government, like^hat a;noi*g the Jews, exprejf- 
ly prohibited ? Where are the ancient fnccrdatal gar- 
unequivocally fo:bidden to ClirilUan minifveis? 
Where arc thofe miniiters decl!i\elv jirohibited to 
claim a fubfiftence from tlndr people, by the payment 
of tithes} For though, on his principles, they often 
perform the priejily work of purification, antj frequent¬ 
ly officiate at ‘the hol)4altar;’ yet I do not find him 
advance a claim to that •priefily reward. In what 
Evangelift or Apollle doe;s he meet with an exprefs 
prohibition of the ancient ceremonial cleanfings being 
pradfifed in their full extent ?, Where does he iind 
the obfervation of the feventh-day fabbath unequivo¬ 
cally contravened ? Where, while the temple at JerU- 
falcm was yet ftanding, does he find the fanili/ary 
ferviccs decifively forbidden; or whe-re does he meet 
v/iih an exprefs prohibition, in .all cafes, of circumci- 
fion ¥ In what page of the New 'reilsnent does he 
find it cxprefsly faid, that the places v/liere Chriftians- 
meet for pujjlic worfh: p,. the hi’which minif- 

ters perform their foleitin ferviccs, the hoitjes in whicb 
tlie profefTors of Chrifiianity dwell, and the ground!. 
whicli they cultivate, .are not holy ? .Yet fuch vyere the 
grants and privileges, the prerogatives-and lionours,, 
tJut belonged to* the former Difpenfation.—Perhaps 
he may fay; A prohibition, as to each of thefc things^, 
arifes from the nature of the Chriftian CEconomy.. 
To which it may be r-eplied ;• Such, is the Gonftitution 
T 4. «£ 
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of the Chriftian church, and fuch is the law of bap- 
tifm, as equally to forbid the conclufions which he in¬ 
fers. Befidcs, as to various of the preceding particu¬ 
lars, there are mu.titudcs of pr^fefled Chrillians who 
deny that there is any Inch prohibition, and plead for 
their continuance under the picfent Difpenfation of 
grace. 

Rcflefting on the alTertions of my opponent, I am 
reminded of an argunicnt that has been iif'd, to prove 
the divine right oi‘tithes. * W'c need,’lii) S the ait- 
th.or of The Sp-uIc in the Grafs^ ‘no new commandment 
‘ for [cirhesj in the Gofpel, if they arcoot forbidden 
‘ atid abrogated by Chrift.’ To which Friend 
Wyeth replies: ‘If they are not exprefsly com- 

* manded To be continued under the Golpel, they are 

* not of force ; th.at law being temporary^ by which 
‘ they were commanded, and now expired. It was 
‘ adapted to the CEconomy of the Jews; made to an- 

* fwrr thar Difper.fation—So that an exprrfs prohibi- 
‘ tion of tithes, in the Gofpel, was no more necefTary, 
‘ than an exprefs repeal of an A< 51 : of Parliament whidh 
‘ was but temporary, and expires of courfe at the end of 
‘ that term for which it was appointed —Agreeable 
to this, is the language of Adr- Charkock, when he 
fays ! ‘ Ail laws do naturally expire,when the trucrea- 
‘ Ibn, upon which they were firff fiumcd, is changed f-* 
Nay, our author himfelf feems to proceed on the fame 
princip!?, wh'^n, fpealcing of the Apoflles, he favs: 

‘ The extent to which [after the rt-furreefion of 
* Chrift,] their commilTion reached, hnpUed a dijflu- 
‘ tion of a former pofitive reftridtion J.’ - ' 

The intelligent reader may' eafdy perceive, that 
the reafoning of Adr. Wyeth wlil app!)', in all its 

* S-Tvitchf'jr the S>reiki',\>. f 'Vol. J. p. 

I.JJ. Edit, the lirll. J Voi. II. 

foice. 
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force, to the cafe before us. For that intereft which the 
infant offspring of Abraham’s defeendants had in the.- 
Jewiih church and its prerogatives, being part of a; 
temporary and Icfs perSetS CEconomy; muft, in the 
nature of thing?, be of a temporary nature: nor could 
it, without a new divine charter, have an exiflcnce un¬ 
der the (jofpel Difpcnfttion, any more than the divine 
right of tidies.— I'o produce a new divine charter,, 
however, our Brethren not jfretend. As well,, 
therefore, might perfons who are confeiildlj' unregene- 
rate plead their title to full communion with any par¬ 
ticular church, on the ground of ancient privilege- 
granted by Jehovah to tlic ctirn.'d Ifiva;ires, .provided' 
they were not guiity of fome fl.tgitiuus evil, or cere¬ 
monially unclean; as any contend that infants muft 
be members of the churA now, becr.ufe diey were fo 
under the jevvilh Qiic( 5 noi 1 iy. With equal reafon 
may the members of a National church argue from 
tlve want of an expivfs prohibition lying againfl: an ec- 
clefiaftical conftitution c-f that hind; as any of our 
opponents requ're an explicit divine decl.iration, that 
the church-memberlhip of Infants is no v ctafeil. Such 
memberfliip is, indeed, the very bafir. of National 
churches; but quite inconfiftent with chuiches of the 
Congregational form *.—It mud be acicnowledged,, 
however, that as Dr. W. has a manlfcft Jiredile6tion 
for National chuiches under Congregational govern¬ 
ment, (but in» what Utopia they are to be found, I 
am entirely ignorant;} fo this argument is notexpedi- 
ed to liave any force v/ith him. It may, notwithftand-- 
ing, be ctufddcred in a dilferent light by others of our 
Piedobaptid Brethren auxing theProtedantDilTenteri. 

• Sec Vxihb.V. y.wvr. Vi;l. II. p. 35—46 FJfay an. the 
&i ig dom of Cbrij}, p. i j— ’ 
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Dr. W. informs his reader, that the Baptifts confi- 
dcr the following pofition as a general rule : ‘ If the 

* Scripture be yJfenf about infants as the fubjeft [fub- 

* jedts] of biiptifm, or even if'ot decifively exprrfs in 

* their f.ivour, we arc to take it for granted, that they 

* were not baptized.’ A rule this, if I miftakc not,, 
which is well fupported by the following words of Bp. 
Tayi.or: ‘ He that affirms muft prove. To him 
‘ that denies, a negative argument is fufficient. For to 
‘ a man’s belief a pofttive caufe is required ; but for his 

* not believing, it is fufficient that he hath no caufe*.’' 
—In oppofirion to the preceding rule,')howev'er, and 
in the language of a martial hero, he replies: ‘ I'o 

* face this CANNON, however formidable, we venture 
‘ to plant another —If the Scripture be filent about in- 

* fants as the fubjedfs of baptffm, or even not declfively 
'•■exprefs ngatnj} them., we are to take it for granted, 
‘ that they were baptized with their parents f-' 

Being quite affonifhod a;id confounded by the terri¬ 
ble explofion of this thundering piece of logical ord¬ 
nance, the reader has no reafon to wonder if I be, at 
p^refent, entirely deprived of that ‘ confummate pru- 
‘dence,’ for which, in the eftimate of my opponent, 
I once was eminent: fo that—! My trepidation a- 
bating, a fufficiency of montai capacity is juft return¬ 
ed by which' to perceive, that this formidable cannon 
is of fuch excellent metal, and fo fkilfully planted, that 
it will equally defend Inf: nt bjptifn, anti Infant com¬ 
munion. Nay, it is moft happily adapted to pro- 
teft the fuperftitions of Popery; even though they 
were attacked by the moft powerful phabrix of Pro- 
teftant arguments. With expeftatipn of its doing exe¬ 
cution, you may turn it, like a fwivel gun, to what¬ 
ever point of the compafs you pleafe.—Numerous arc 


* S.te^or Dubitcent. B. II, Chap. IIJ. p. 384. y Vcl. I. 2S0. 
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the prefumptuous claims, and tiie hateful fiiperftitions 
of Popery, as all Proteftants will allow. But were we>. 
from the jilence of Scripture, or from the Scripture not 
fpeaking dccifivsly eiprefs againft the-peculiarities of 
the Papal fyfrem ; to take it for granted that fuch pe¬ 
culiarities weVe believed or praftifcd in the apoftolic 
churches, a great part of thofe haughty claims and a- 
bominablefupsrftitions mull be admitted. 

That my lefs iiiforr*ed reader may knew, to whaf 
fort of writers Dr. W. is obliged for this roaring.can- 
non, I will tranferibe a few lints from a namekfs Ro¬ 
man Catholie author, whodei'.es the oppofition of Pro¬ 
teftants in the following manner. ‘ Yea cannot Ihow 
‘ one fof’tive argument againft the ofjhlrts^ 

‘ cither from Scripture or f o.n b'athets ; not one 
‘againft the doctrine of the nv./pr^Owe, trrmjuhjlcin^ 

‘ tw/w;;, veneration of }-!iay;es npi-n accoitnt of their' 
‘ reprefentations; noton.e a:>;ainft the n'nrd-cr of facia- 
‘ ments; not one to prove communion under Icth kinds 
‘ to be injifpcnfible; or that fhilJren dying without 
b.aptirii are fived. In a woi'il, you cannot Ihov/ one 
‘ pofithe argument agrir.ft any one doci-rme ot our 
‘ church, if you ftare it rigitt. Ail you can fay, is, 

‘ It dies not appear to us o:i> of Sei Ipture: It dors not 
‘ appear to ns from antl(]:dty. d’yjzi/ us^yoxi fay, vf.'o- 
‘ authentic records, your deeds of gift, your revelation, 

‘ and ive will hellevc ; as if an unir.terrjipted pofleflion' 

• were not (ufficient 

I will now prefenirmy reader with the language of 
an old Nonconformift, when filencing this Popifti can¬ 
non. Thus, then, Mr. West; ‘-Cavil: Weh.avc 
‘ brought never a.pofit’ive Scripture that fays, There is 
‘ no fuch place as purgatory :■ and an huge outcry is on- 

■' VhiJkal. of Bijhop of Qnulotn's Exjiofi!. of Dod, of CasM. 
Church, p. HI, 112. - - 
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^ fuch OGcaHons ^en up againft our negative way of 

* arguing againft a doctrine that theypoiltiveJy profcis 
‘—Truly, on their part it lies to have given us pof~ 

* five and exprefi Scripture for p>irgatory, that would 
‘ impofe it on us as apofitivc article of faitli—It feems 

* abfurd to provoke to politive exjirefs Scripture againft 
‘ every chimera that may come into men’s licads a 

* thouiiind years after the Scriptures were writ: forfo, 

‘ if any man (h>iu!d hiiert, tTjjecially if many fhould 

* agree to it, that Mamoaikt is a true proplict, or 

* that the moon tvas a rnill-ftone, or whatever elfec.in 
‘ be fuppofid more unlikely; I am bound,to fubferihe 
‘ to it, except I can bring particular, prftivc, e.\prt:i's 
‘ Scripture againft it 

Thus alfo Mr. ViN’CENT Ar.soP, when writing 
againft a Proteftant Kpifcopallnn: ‘ Jt had been iiti- 
‘poffible that all negatives fttoiild be exprefitd, Thou 
*• Jhallnct /land upon thy head; Thou jloalt not wear a 
‘ fooPs coat: Tb.u Jhalt not play at dice,or cards, in. the 

* worjhip of God: but thus [Dr. Goodman’] thinks 
‘ he has made good provifion for a fafe conformity 
'to the ceremonies; b.'caule it is not-laid, Thou 
‘ Jhalt not ufe the crofs in bapiifm : Thou Jhalt not ufe 
‘■cream, oil, Jhittlc. Thou Jhalt not conjure out the- 
‘ devil. At which back-door camoin all the fuperJU~ 

‘ tious fopperies of Rome. And with this pailport we 
‘ may travel all over the world ■, from Rome to the 
‘ Porte, from’thence amongft the Tartars fcnd Chinefe,. 

‘ and conform to all: for perhaps- we fliall not meet 
‘ -with one conftitution that contradiifts an exprefs law 
‘of Scripturet-’—Such, in the laft century,*was the 
language of Proteftant DilTenters, when oiijrofing the 
abominations of Rome, and the unlcriptural riles of 

* Morning Excercift agajjfi Pojeiy, p. Jj’-. f Peter L'n- 

fa/VyjP-3‘fi)3-»6* , 

the 
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the Englifh Ecclefiaftical Eftabliflunent. Such, on 
(imilar occafions, is the language of Proteftant Non- 
conformifts now. Our author, however, though of 
that denomination, ha's avowed his opinion to be quite 
the reverfe, in rcference'to Infant fprinkling. 

Let us take another, view of this terrible, polemical,. 
Popilli cannon; and compare it with a Proteftant 
axiom of our author’s, to v/hich I cyrdird'y accede. ‘ If 
‘ the S'ripture he fdent .fhout infants as the fuhjeils of 
‘ baptifm, or even not decifively cxprcfs againji them^ 

‘ we are to take it for granted., that they were haptiooed 
‘ ivlth their parents’ —is the dreadful cannon, in its 
length, its bore, and its elevation. ‘ As nothing fiould 
'fe confidcred as an c/lablijhcdprineipie offaith, which- 
* is not in fame part of Scripture delivered with perfpi- 
‘ cuity, fo that perfpicuiiy Jhould be fottght for princi- 
‘ pally where the point in quefticn is ntojl profeffedly 
‘ ha)tdlcd' —is the axiom to which I refer. Now, 
reader, what think you ? Will the axiom filence the 
cannon, or the cannon demoliih the axiom ? For one 
thing is plain ; there is no harmony between them, 
and they are in a Hate of hoftilitv. If the cannon b? 
heard, the axiom falls : and if the axiom be permitted 
to operate, the can,non mult' be filenced.—This can~ 
non, being manifellly call at Rome, inteji*!ed only for 
th.at meridian, and quite inimical to the grand principle 
of Proteftantifm; it is to me a '■latent myfterv,’ how a 
Proteftant Di/Ienter could honourably have it in his 
pofteflion. It is, however, ftill more extraordinary, that 
a Congregational Nonconformilt ftiould f) confidently 
avow the ttfe of fuch a Popifti cannon. BefiJes, as this 
polemical engine roivrs aloud. Prove a negative! and as 
our author profefledly decliires any fuch lad:; it feems 
a little unfair, tliat he fhould impofe a burden of that 
kiiid upon us. But I recolle(ft his telling us, that 

‘ wonders 
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* wonders never ceafe and that the neceffities of In¬ 
fant Iprinkling are very great. 

Still further to fupport the pufe of Paedobaptifm, 
Dr. W. ‘fhowshis opinion’ rcfpc£fing the r/jarc/’, or 
kingdom of Chrift; which opinion, if I underflarrd 
it, is much more hiitabh: to ancient Judaifm, than to 
Chriftianity—to the Ih aclitcSi under their Theocracy; 
than to Chriftians^junder the fpiritual dominion of tlie 
King Mefliah. Thus he dkprclTes himfclf: ‘ Chrif- 

* tian kingdoms are the Lord’s in a ferfe fimilar to 
‘ that in which Ifrael tvas l.is ; with this difference, 

‘ that the yoke of Mofaic ceremonicfT fbonld be re- 
‘ moved, and a fpiritual evangelical vvorlhip introduc- 
‘ ed—Qur Lord fpeaks of the kingdom of God being 

* transferred from one nation to another, r.atkn. 

‘ Nowwhatlefscanweir.fbrhancc, than—that theking- 

’* dom of God was not abolifhed but transferred from 
« one people to another—and that the national aj- 
‘ pe£l of the former (at leaft fo far ns to include the chii- 
‘ dren with their parents) fhoulJ be the fubj i ci matter of 

* the transfer?—The preaching of the gofpei—^-.vas not 
‘ what [the unblieving Jews] once poiLlIed and glori- 

* ed in ; but their National Adoption, their church Jiate 
‘ and privileges — and therefore what was. taken from 

* them wa 4 their church fate —From this they were 
broken and to this the Gentiks were aelopted.The 

‘ fall of the one, became the riches of the other. What 
‘ the ons fell from, the other was promoted to\ and 
‘ what can this be, but their church fate as a body of 

* people?—It has been I think demonftrated—that the 
‘ Chriftian church both of ^eiitih s and Je'vs, muff, 

‘ actording to [Paul,] be made up in A great mea— 

‘ SURE of infants and children. That is to fay, the 
‘ gofpei miniftry, or difpenfation defgns and intends, 

‘ in its own nature, nothing fhort of this—Plcaflng 

* thought! that every time 1 baptize a child, I am add- 
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* ing to the number of Chrift’s vifible fubjeftr— 

[will not] follow, that becaufe believers and peni- 
‘ tents are reprefented ns fuitable fubjeiffs of the Re- 
‘ deemer’s kingdom,‘therefore no other part of the hu- 
‘ inan race are to be fo reckoned —Again: ‘ It ap— 
‘ pears [from ancient prophecies,] that the Mefliah’s 
‘ kingdom,, in its external afpecf fhould have kings. 
‘ and their tibjedts, or luhole nations^ as such, ijiclud- 
‘ ed in it: [and] thai* in fone future period this- 
‘ Ihould be univerfaliy the defirable cafe—That [the 
‘ converfion of Egypt and Aflyria j would be national,. 
‘ and not con^ned to adults only\' 

^ Now,’reader, what fay you to this ? Is it not, in our 
mithor’s language, ‘ cKj'war intelligence?’ But, grati¬ 
fying to curiofity as it may be, the fentimehts are, to 
ufe a favourite expreflibn of my op[ioncnt, a little too 
deeply tinged with, ancient Judaifm to obtain aflent. 
I'or here we are taught, That faith and repentance 
tire not necefiary to coriftitutc pcifons real fubjefts of 
our Lord's kingdom—That th^re is no difference be¬ 
tween the members of the Chriftian church, and that 
of the Ifi'aelites—That the church of Chrilt confifts, 
in a great meafure, of infants and children—That the 
Jews having forfeited their national adoption, the Gen¬ 
tiles in general have fucccedcd to it—That the Na¬ 
tional form of the Old reftameut church, is transfer¬ 
red to that of the New CUconomy—rThat Lcular 
kingdoms, inVhich Chriftianity is profeffed, are the 
Lord’s, in a fimilar fe'nfe to that in which the Jewifk 
jteople were his—And that the MclSah’s kingdom in¬ 
cludes while nations, as such. —Now, if to thefe par-. 
ticulars you add, ai^ external covenant, various degrees 
o£ relative hejinefs, profelyte baptifm, the Lord’s fup- 

* Vol. I. 267, 263, 2.69, 36.2. Vol. II. 339, 395. f Vol. 
J. 263,264. 
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per as a Jewifli feftival, ceremonial purification by 
water, and confider the Lord’s table under the cha- 
rafter of a holy altar \ all which our author mentions,, 
and for all, except the laft, he exprefsly pleads; you have 
a tolerable body of Judaifn, to vviilch he gives the nanre 
of Chrifiianity. I laid, of ’Judaxfm ; and if you except 
thofe two particulars, profrlyte baptifn., and tiie Lord's 
f«pper, (the latter of which, by a grols miinomcr, he 
calls a Jewish fejiival ■,) it will be a body of ancient 
Judaifm. It has been commonly believed by Protef- 
tants, that the Jowiili i'yltem of rites and externa! pri¬ 
vileges, has long been antiquated: but, recording to 
the dccifive opinion of Dr. W., the Chrn'lian code is, 
only a corredlcd and improved edition of that ancient 
fylfcm ! Of iUch an idea mull Infant fprinkling avail 
itfelf, in order to ftand its grpupj-l !—Klfcwliere, how¬ 
ever, he fays; ‘Chrift is a king, and his church is a 
‘ kinirdom, hut not of this wored —The Gofpcl 
‘ church is a felcll body of people., of which Cln iff is 
‘ the head—The world and the churches of Chrift arc 

< _dangeroully intermixt ! May he w’nofe fan is in 

‘ his hand, by his word and fpnit in his churches, fepa- 
‘ rate the chalF fiom the wheat 
” Further: My opponent maintains, that as Jeho¬ 
vah, under thr. former Difpenfation, was the God of 
unconverted Jews; fo now ‘ he may be A God to 
any,’ whether they ever be born again or not. He 
tells us, the Lord may declare he will be a God to 
iie, and mine-, without warranting me to conclude 
■ that I am poflefled of grace, or a perfon actually 
juftified—He is xny God, that I may bdicve—The 
Lord proclaims himfelfc«r Gsr/,and gives us his co¬ 
venant and the fcal of it, that we—might, be induced 

• Vol. I. 1 ^ 6 , 407, 40S. Morricl'* Social Rd'-o.' N-ac, 
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‘ to become his people—The ordinance* [of baptifm] 

‘ is a feal of the firll promife, or a confirming token 
‘ of initiation into that ftate wherein we may fry, The 
‘ Lordisoim Got), arfdwe are his people*.’— But 
that, under the Gofpd Difpsnfation, any uniegenerate 
perfon is warranted to call Jehovah his God, is contrary 
to the tenour of the New Coven uit, and conlnunds 
(he Jewi/li, with the Chriftian CEcpnoniy i-.—I’rcfi- 
dent Edwards has juftly obferved, that the Jcvvifli 
Difpcnfatioii ‘ was, as it were, an external and car¬ 
nal covenant J yet my opponent argues as if it were 
ftill hi force. ,On a grofs mifiake of the fame kind 
►Ionian Catholics proceed, in defence of their fuper- 
wnions: pretending, fays Mr. Gee, that our ‘ wor- 
‘ fhip muft be of the fame nature and kind With the 
‘ Jewifli worfhip, becauft it was to fucceed it.’ But 
this, as he truly obferves, ‘ is fo far from being good 
‘ reafoning,* that the contrary may be rather inferred 
‘ from it. It is certain that fpiritual circuircifion fuc- 
‘ ceeds the carnal, and the unctiofl with the Spirit that 
‘ with oil §.’—This reminds me of the following re¬ 
mark made by the learned Basnage: ‘ Of all rell- 
‘ gions, there is none that is more enriched with the 
‘ fpoils of Judaifin, and that has adopted more of its 
‘ ceremonies, than the Roman I].’ To which I will 
add, of all the dogmas that arc held by any clafs of Pro- 
teftant Difl'enters, there is not one fo imich beholden 
to ancient Judsifm for fupport, as Infant fiirinkling j 
and, of all its defenders-that I have pui'afed, none have 
proceeded fiich extravagant lengths on that ground as 
Dr. W. But, were not the New Teftament and tlie 

* Vol. I. 107, 11:7. (^Slote) Vol. II. 27 <, 242, 247. t Jer. 
xxxi. 31 — 34. Hcb. viii. S, q. Sec my f./pry on the Kingdom of 
Chrifl,^. 14 — 24. :]■ .S'/V, I’art IV. Chap. iii. p. 

429. § /’n'/ia-'V. Pe/'; r|'i Title VI. p. lOi. 1 | Hif- 

ten of the Je-.vs.'Q. VII. Chap. xxii. § 16. 

Chriftian 
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Chriftian CEconrmy abfolute ftrangers to Infant 
Crinkling; why fhould my refpeftable opponent fo 
often appi’al to the Old Tcftament, and to the Mo- 
faic Difpenfation, for the principal fnpport of hi', 
caiifc ? The fa£t is, thpt ceremony is much more 
congenial to Jutlaii’in, than to primitive Chiifir.niiv- 
Nay, in the practice of Infant (prinkling, there are 
various particular's which, as a learned Paruobapiitl 
acknowledges, were borro'lked from ar.cieat Pagan- 
ifn *. 

In oppoftion to my opponent’s courfe of argument 
from ancient Judaifm, and tohis notioils of -our Lord’s 
kingdom, I would lay before the reader a few' exu aiy^ 
from Psedobaptifts. Anonymous : ‘ If ChriftiaiiS ^ 
» muft meafure their worftiip according to the infti- 

* tution and ceremonies-of, the Jews, it is needful 

* that, either they imitate them in all things ; or elfe 

* that fome CE Jipus refolve this riddle, hitherto not 
< refolved, to wit; If 'hat is moral and imitalle in [that 
‘ church-ftatc, and] thoft terenmiiesy and what not^V 
Dr. Ow£n: ‘ When God would take the poftcrity 
‘of Abraham into a new,, peculiar church-ftatc, he 

* did it by a folemn covenant—This covenant is at 
‘ large declared. Exodus the twentieth—This was that 

* covenant which was to be abolilhed ; whereon tire 

* SpERtiNOics is the .njthor to whom I refer, and his lan- 
piagei'i as'f Ihnvs, ‘ Qni uiiq'jr.m iirjitifr. a ic vid.t noftra, non 
‘nejabit cadem in afta cHc ; nr,in tt ibi luftralioiu's, tt 

‘baptifmL, nominum impoluio,et fuiceptorcs ix fcftcs, imineraiti- 
‘dcmconvivla ■pi,)riria,.^.v/ iratifitruut ah Ell'hiris ad (E.<njiin>:v, 

* poRquam bai.tilmofinoqnolibtros fuos h.idrarc jut'i funt aCdiriQo 

‘ ft xApoftoh'. i-iio, iilontmtiiicin.orcs aliinntos Ibos quedammodo 
‘fcccrunt.’ !)/■ ISa/'li///:o Cufi.yiV. iHo, iSi. Vide 

Buuoei M'ftel. Sac. Tom. 111 . p. 7,275. LoMf.lfcHl Dc Vet. 
l.fftrnl. Sy dn". Cap. XXVJl. Zutjsh. 170';. and Mr. Ro'I’.n- 
SO.s’s U'jh’fs cf BajitiJ)!!, i>. 41S—421. f III Mr. TOMIiba’s 

H-p- 15. 
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* church-ftate that was built thereon, was utterly ta- 
‘ ben away —^Upon the removal therefore of this cove- 
*■ nant, ;vnd the church-ftate founded thereon, all duties 
‘ oj worjhip and churcBprivileges tvere aljh taken away, 

‘ the things fuhjiitutedin their roomR-zmo totally" 
‘OF ANOTHER KIND—The privileges of this [an- 
‘ cient] church-covenant were in ihcrnfflves carnal 
‘ only, and no way fpiritual, but aj they rvere typical ; 

‘ and the duties prefcribe^ in it were bardenfoinc, yea, 

‘ a yoke intolerable—At the comitig of tlx; Meffiah 
‘ there was not one church taken away, and another 
‘ let up in the»rooin thereof; but the church continued 
fame in thofe that ivere the children of Abraham 
^ccoRDJNG TO THE —The fame author, 

‘ when arguing againft the temporal fupportof Chrif- 
tian minifters by the jjayiiient of tithes, very juftly 
fays; ‘ The change made in the way of maintenance, 

‘ pretended fo difadvantageous unto minifters of the 
‘ gofpel, is no other but a part of that univerfal alter- 
‘ at ion, wherein carnal things are turned into thofe 
‘ that are more fpiritual, which was mad^iy the bring- 
‘ ingin of the kingdom of Chrifl. And if minifters may 
‘ complain that they have by the Gofpel loft the for- 
‘ mer allotment of facred officers in tithes, the people 
‘ may as well complain that they have no»inheritances 
‘ in the land of Canaan. But he is unworthy the 
‘ name of a minifter of the gofpel, who is not fatisfied 
‘ with what our Lord hath ordained in every kind. 

‘ And as for thofe who indeed think better of what 
‘ was in ufe in Judaifin or rieathenifm, than what is 
‘ warranted by the Gofpel, I ftiall not debate the mat- 
‘ ter with them. AVherefore as yet I judge, that the 
‘ taking of the maintenance of facred minifters from 

N.-i‘-/re of a C-A. C''\ eh and'as Cor.p. 25, 26. On Fp'fi,. 
to tbo Ihb, Vol. 1. ft.wrcitat. VJ. § 6. 

‘ the. 
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‘ the law of a carnal commanclment, enforcing of it, 
‘ charging it on the grace and duty of the church, is a 
^ perpiiive alteration^ becoming the spiritualitv 
‘ AND GLORY OF THE KINGDOM OF ChRIST*.’ A 
lufficient anfwer, this, to all thiit is urged againft us, 
on the ground of our fentiineius reprtfenting the 
Chriflian QLconomy as lefs favourable refpedling the 
privileges of infants, than the Jevvifh Difpenfation was. 
—^In another of his ufcfui publications, he fays : ‘ 'I'his 
‘ is certain,that [the] kingdom of Chrili: in the world, 
‘ fo far as it is external and vifible, confiils in the 
‘/(?mhe hath giveji, the injlitutious hcdiath^appoint- 
‘ed, the rule or polity he hath preferibed, with the dt- 
‘ ebfervance of them. Now :dl thefe do make, confti- 
‘tiite, and are the church-ftate and worlhip enquired 
‘ after. Wherefore, as Chrilf always hath, and ever 

* will have, an invilible kingdom in this world, in the 

* fouls of eleef believers, led, guided, ruled by his Spi- 
‘ rit; fo he will have a vifible kingdom alfo, confifi- 
‘ingin a professed, avowed suBjEcrtoN unto 
‘ the laws of his word f.’ 

Dr. Snape, in the Bangorian Controverfy, having 
faid; ‘The unconverted cf all deiio.ninations, 
‘ Jews, Turks, and Infidels—are all within the bor- 
‘ dersof [Chrift’s] kingdom Dr. IVfiiTiiY replies, 
‘ Thus Chrill’s kingviom is not only of theworla, but 
‘ includes all'the kingdoms of the world — I he dev;!, 
‘ when he ihowcd him all the kingiloin's oj tue worLly 
‘ Ihowcd him only his own dominions—Let me alk the 
‘ Doctor,what itiiigJom Chriil: hath, where he hath not 
‘ one fubjeet, but only fuch enemies a, -ivouid,kt he fjould 
‘ rei^jt over thcni s' Or what kind «d lubjects they are, 

* who will not own him to be King at all ? Or what 
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‘ King is he over them to whom he hath not given 
‘ one law *?’ 

To thefe quotations I will fubjoin the teftimony of 
my opponent; who tells us that, in the kingdom of 
Chrift,‘the yoke of Mofaic ceremonies [is] removed^ 
* and a fpiritual woifhip introduced.’ In his Letter to 
Mr. David Levi, he alfo fays: ‘ The Apoftles in- 
‘ culcatcd the ahoUJhment of th^ Mofaic Difpenfa- 
‘ tion f.’—This vvc cheerfully grant; and his lan¬ 
guage fug2:efts'the idea of a total dhclitimf fo far as 
relates to {ticpcfithc rites and privileges included in 
that DifpynfiMon. But if it be a fact, that the National 
of the Mofaic church is transferred to the king- 
'^dom of Chrilf; that there is m cUjfercnce between the 
proper fubjeifts of this kingdom, and the members of 
that church; that an e^tennal covenant, various de¬ 
grees of relative holinefs, and eeremov.ial purificatioH 
by water, yet exid—if it be a fadl, that Gentile pro- 
felytcs, with their infants, were admitted into the Jew'- 
ifli church by baptifni-, and that this warrants a fimilar 
pradfice under the Chrirtian CEconomy ; and, finally, 
if, like the Jews of old, perfons who have been bap¬ 
tised, though yet in their fins, be authorized to call 
Jehovah their God-, and tltcirifolvcs his people, as our 
author maintains; how can the Mofaic•Difpenfation 
be confidered as aholijhed, while fo many of its pecu¬ 
liarities arc continued, and flourilh in albtheir vigour ^ 
Various of thefe peculiarities, it is inanifeft, entered 
into the elfence of that Difpenfation; and, therefore, 
if they ftill exift, its abolition can be no more than 
partial. But if fo, my opponent, when he ‘ takes an- 
‘ other turn' with xsj niuft be fo kind as to ‘ fhow his 

• An fiver to Jit. H/eond Letter, ip. 25,26. + Vol. 

J. 267. Abrid^emint of Dr. Owen-ot the Heb. Vol. I. p. 359, 
3 ‘ opinion,’ 
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* opinion,’ hotv much of that ancient CEcononiy i$ 
aboUftied, and what part of it remains in force. 

Dr. W., being profefiedly a Protcftant Diflcnter, is 
aware of an objection to the courfe of his argument, 
refpefting the vifible kingdom or church of Chrift} 
which objeftion he ftatcs and anfvvcrs in the follow¬ 
ing manner. ‘ If the abo\'e prophecies [on which he 

* had argued] refer ro national convrrfions, does not 

* that lead to national cktirdics ? And what then be- 
‘comes of the Difl’enling and Congregational plan? 

‘ I reply, that a National Eftabliiliment, if well or- 

* DERED, appeals more agreeable to the propheti^V 

* palTagcs we have been confulering than the Antipa,-. 

* dobaptifl plan; nay more agreeable to the general 
< tenor of Revelation. I f!y, av// ordered', for, in the 
‘ prefent cafe, the queflion is'not how they mv, but 
‘ how they may be ellabliflied. Nor does there appear. 
‘ any irreconcilable difl-'erence between a National 
‘ Eftahliflr'nent andCotcQKT.CATioy.M. Difciplinc 
—'I’hc followirig exclamation of my opponent will 
here apply: ‘ Ailonifliing language.from a Britilh 
‘divine, a 1 ’rotest.\nt Dissenter f !’ 

^ National EJiaHifiniunt, and Congrega¬ 
tion.M. D/yi‘ Wonders never ceafe,’and ^ la- 
‘ tent myflencs’abound ! A inyllery, this, not only to 
me,butrdfoto perfons much vvifer than I. Nay, there 
is reafon for ilrong fufpicion that it is a'myftery to all, 
except our author; fo that unlefs he ‘take another turn 
« with us,’ and further ‘ fhow his opinion,’ there is too 
much ground of apprehenfion th.at the wonderful fe- 
cret will die with him. That Dr. Owen was not 
acquainted with it, feems highly proliable from the 
following words: ‘ There is but one fort of churches 

♦Vcl. 1 . 273. +V0I.II. 377. 

‘inftitu- 
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‘ inftitutecl by Chrift and his Apoftles; but natknal 
‘and parochial [much more, then, Congregational] 

‘ churches differ in their luAo/? kind, and therefore can- 
‘ not both of them be c*f a divine original In an¬ 
other of his works he fays: ‘ Our firft enquiry being 

* concerning what fort ofperfons our Lord Jefus Chrift 
‘ rcquircth and adnritteth to be tlie vlfible fuhjedlt of 
‘ his kingdom, we are to be regulated in our deter- 
‘ mination by rel'peft unt^ his honour, glory, and die 
‘holinefsof his rule. To reckon fuch perfons to be 
*• the fubjc6fs of Chrift—who would not be tolerated, 
‘at leaft not ajjproved, in a well governed kingdom or 
‘.fi^nmonfvcalth of the world, is highly difhonourable 
‘ ifAto him. But it is fo come to pafs, that, let men be 
‘ never fo notorioujly and JiagitiouJJy wicked, until they 
‘ become the pefis of the ceftth^ yet they are efteemed to 

* BELONG TO THE CHURCH OF ChRIST -flowbeit, 

‘ the Scripture doth in genenal reprefent the kingdom 
‘ or church of Chrift, to confift of perfons called faints, 

‘ feparated from the world, with many other things of 
‘ an alike nature—And if tlie honour of Chrift were 
‘ of fuch weight with us as; it ought to he; if wc un- 
‘ derftood aright the nature and ends of his kingdom, 

‘ and that the peculiar glory of it, above all the king- 
‘ doms in the world, conflfts in the hoHnefs^of its fub- 
‘ jedts, we would duly confider whom we .avow to be- 
‘ long thereunto—If there be no more required of any 
‘ as anto perfonBlqualifications,mci.\i^i\ih unzontioul- 
‘ able profeflion, to Conftitute them fubjedls of 
‘ Chrift’s kingdom, and members of his church, but 
‘ what is required by the moft righteous and fevere 
‘ laws of men to con[}:itut& a good fubjeef or citizen, 

* the diftindiion between l^s vifible kingdom, and the 

* Enfiiiy into Oiig. Nui. of E-van^c/ical Churches, Preface, p. 4^. 
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* kingdoms of this worliL, as unto the principal caiifes 

* of it, IS utterly lost —Regeneration is exprefsly 

* required in the gofpel, to give a right and privilege 
unto an entrance into the dhurch or kingdom of 

* Chrift; whereby that kingdom of his is diftinguifh- 

* ed from all other kingdoms in the world, unto an 

* iatereft wherein never any fuch thing was requir- 
» ed —Thus Dr. Isaac Chauncy ; ‘ The found- 

* ation part of a vifible chiwch, is the credible profef- 
'■fion of faith and holinefs f*’—Such, in the laft cen¬ 
tury, were the principles of thefe Congregation¬ 
al Picdob.aptifts, relative to the vifible church of 
Chrift ; and ‘ plump again!!’ oiir author.—Mocli>^:\ 
Independents alfo teach, that the Lord MefTiah fias 
not left a concern of fuch importance as the conftitu- 
tion ofhis churches undetermined; but directed his 
Apoftles to leave in their writings a pattern-, accord¬ 
ing to which it was his pleafure all his churches in 
‘ future ages fhould be formed. That the firft churches 

* were (hnoregational ot Independent; and that every 
‘ other plan [is] unfcriptural, and a prefumptuous de- 
‘ viation from the declared will of the'Lord J,’ 

Nay, even Mr. John Newton, though a minif- 
terin the National Kftablilhment, and though he re- 
prefent tho vifible church of Chrift, taken in ‘the 

* large extent, .is comprizing all who call themfelves 
‘ by his name, and who profefs to receive his gofpel;’ 
yet fays, this nominal church ‘ is not Ihe proper fub- 
‘jecl of Chrift’s government, as he is the king of 
‘faints:—for his kingdom is a fpiritual kingdom, 
‘ which none can underftand—and his rule is a fpiri- 
‘ tual rule, which none cah receive or obey, until 
‘ born from above, and / made new creatures by 

* True Nalrae of a Cof/^rl Churrh and il% Gov. Chap. I. 

•J- C’/Preface. Apology and Shield, 

- ‘ the 
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* the power of his Spirit—As for the unregenerat^ 

*• they arc a mere caput mortuum, difFerciiced from the 
‘ world which lies in wickedncfs, in nothing but a 

* name How, thdn, can they be confidered as be¬ 
ing at all the fubje£ts of our Lord’s dominion, ex¬ 
sept with regatd to kis common Providence—that- 
Providence which extends to all mankind ? 

The fubfequent language of^Dr. Goodwin is 
much to our purpofe. 5 *If it be faid, that—when 
‘ churches fliould multiply to a nalion-, then the go- 
‘ vernment [of them] is to be fuited unto that nation, 

‘ as fuch^ \jf''e reply, firlt, When we fee whole na- 
truly Chrijlian^ an aiifwcr is to be given. Se- 
‘ votjdly; God (aw it would fall out otherwife v.dth 
‘ bis faints in the New I'elhimeni, that they would 
^ dill be redeemed out uqtious ; therefore (till fuited 
‘ liis government to his own delign. I'hirdiy; If in 
‘ his Providence he forefaw the nations,being turned to 
‘ him, fhoulJ have an anfwerable government as the 
‘ Jews had, lie would have given rules aiifwerable f-’ 
—Hence it is evident, that though Dr. GooDwm 
had made Chriftian churches and their government 
the fuhjecl of his clofe attention, vet he- had no idea of 
naticual churches being warranted by the New Teji- 
tainent. Much lefs had he learned tti conneiSt the 
idea of a National church and Congregational govern¬ 
ment; which, to Dr. W,, is quite famijiar. Yes, it 
would be cai^ for him to ‘ Ihovv his opinion,’ for in- 
ihince, how the Chufeh of England, which is conft- 
dered a:: conffting of nearly Un ilenfand parilhes, 
might he governed on the Congregational phui, and 
by the fame kind »f diiJ^plinc as that which is excer- 

* Tn Dr. M \ VO, ?///ffArfi, p. ic ^ loc. 

Cb'rc'h's of li. J. Chat), x. p. b'l,'. 

u 


f Co'ccvr.Kcni of 

cifcd 



j|.34 Principles of Pmdobaptifmf {ChaP; VI. 
cifed in his own Independent congregation. But, for 
this defideratuntt this arcanum in ecclefiaftical polity, 
the public muft be contented to wait, until he ‘ take 

< another turn' with the Baptifto. 

Excellent as our author’s latent plan of a National 
church, under Congregational government, may be in 
his own efteem ; there is reafon to fufpeft, that the 
difcipline mull: be very different from that which is 
required in the Nesv Teftament, and of a coercive 
kind. Relative to this particular, when defcribing 
the primitive difcipline ofChriflian churches, and the 
confequent corruption of it, Dr. Owen fays: ‘ As the 

* rule of the church, in thofe by whom it is ixercif^.^ 

* is merely minijlerial^ with refpe£l unto the authority 

* of Chridl, his law, and the liberty of the church, 

< wherewith he hath made it free; fo in its nature it 

* is fpiritual^ purely and oifiy. '■So the Apoftle affirms 

* exprefsly, a Cor. x. 4., 5, 6. For \t%‘ohje£i is fpiri- 

* tual; namely, the fouls and confciences of men, 

* whereunto it extends, which no other human power 

* doth: nor doth it reach thofe other concerns of men, 

* that are fubjeft unto any political power. Its end 

* is fpiritual; namely, the glory of God, in the guid- 
*ance and direilion of the minds and fouls of men, to 

* live unto him, and come to the enjoyment of him. 

* The law oPit is fpii itual; even the word, command, 

* and diredlion of Chrift himfelf alone. The ails and 

* excercife ©f 'it—are all fpiritual, merely and only. 

< Neither can there be an inftan.ee given of any thing 

* belonging unto the rule of the church that is of an- 

* other nature. Yea, it is fufficient eternally to ex- 

* elude any power, or exercife of it, any aft of rule 

* or government, from any intbreft''in church affairs; 

‘ that it can be proved tohe Carnal., political, defpotical, 

td external operation, or not entirely fpiritual—Thc 

‘ change 
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* change of this government of the church, fell out 
*• and was introduced gradually, upon an advantage 

* taken from the unmeetnefs of the people to be lejd 

* under this fpiritual rule. For the greateft part of 
‘ them that made up Chriftian churches, [which muflr 
‘ neceflarily be the cafe with my opponent’s Nation- 
‘ al churches, whether under Congregational, or any 
‘ other form of government,] being become ignorant 

* and carnal; that rule which confifts in & fpiritual in- 
'• Jiuence on the consciences of men, was no way a- 
‘ ble to retain them within the bounds of outward 
*^obedieyce, tvhich was at laft only aimed at. There 

* was, therefore, another kind of rule and government 
‘jud^fed neceflary to retain them in order or..dccorum. 

‘ And it muft be acknqwledged, that where the mem- 
‘ bers of the church ase i?ot in feme degree fpiritual, 

‘ a rule that is merely fpiritual will be of no great ul'e 
‘ unto them 

Let us now hear Mr. Towgood, who is pro¬ 
nounced by our author, ‘ no mean writer fThis 
Diffenting Gentlesnan, when adrelling himfelf to Mr. 
W HITE, fpeaks as follows. ‘ Your notion of our bc- 

* ing true members of the Church of England, de jure, 

‘ though vse are not, and will not be, de fadlo, is a re- 
‘ finement indeed, and quire farpafles my comprehen- 

* lion. I thought it entered essentially into the 
‘ idea of a chgtrch, that it is a fociety of volunteers, a 
‘ companyjoined together in certain a£ls andprofeflions 
‘ by common confent ; and that, without, much It fs 
^ againftjhisown agreementand confont, no man could, 
‘ with truth, be a member oi any church. All psr- 
‘ fons living in Clfriftei\^om, may be faid to owe Jefus 

. * 7'rur Nature of a Ga/fel Cbmrhaiuiits Cavern, p. 165, 164, 
SecallbDr. OweN’s Tbeologoumcihi, L, VI. Cop. viii. §3. 
Brtm. t " 5 - 

U a, ‘ Chrift 
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* Clyirt: obedience and fubmi'flion, witli infinitely grcat- 

* er reaibn than all the people of England can be 
‘ faid to owe it to the Church: but does it therefore 

* follow that they are all, de jurt^ if they will not be 
■* de fadio^ true members of the church of Chrift ? 
‘ What, thofe who openly renounce Chrift, declare 
‘ him an imjrofter, and utterly difavow obedience and 
‘ fubjeiStion to him, can fucli, with any truth or pro- 
‘ priety, be ll3'led trv^ members of his church ! Strange 

* divinity indeed*!’—Yes, it* is really ftrange; yet 
man;feftly included in Dr. W.’s notions rcfpecting 
relative hoiinefs, die vifiblc Golpcl church, and 
National churches! 

l.-et us now fee, whether, with regard to this part< 
cular, as well as in other things, our author bt;' not 
inconfillcjit with himfclf. I'^us he fpeaks: ‘The 
‘ GofpeJ church is a fclcdlihoAy of people of which 
*■ Chrift is the head, and each perfon of which it is 
^coiiipofed is a member f.’ But how can this apply, 
cither to his idea of the vifibie church at large, or to 
one that is national ? Suppofing all the inhabitants of 
England and Wales, for inftance, to be what he calls 
a well order, d National church, and under Con^regn- 
tional government 5 yet it could not apply, without 
confouiiding tlie church and the world-, tlie members 
of Chrift and the children of Satan.—He tells us, 
that Chrift ‘ cxliibits himfelf—as a complete cove- 
*‘nant head, tochis vifiblc church,and thcrewitha cor- 
‘ refpondtnt communion J.’ But docs our Lord ex¬ 
hibit himftlf to be whut he is not'/ Or, is he a covc- 
nant bead io \yh\c nations, as fuch ? Or, have thofe 
who are enemies to his grace and government', any com- 
muiuon with him Now, if ^hc affirmative of thefe . 

( 

* Diffin from fh,- Cbm; I, of -T.nyjiuul Jufiifud, p. 130. 
i Vol. 1 . 40;, .joS. ,t Vul. J. jar. 
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particulars be abfurd, my opponent is not far from be¬ 
ing ‘ plump againft’ himfelf.—Again : Mr. Morrice 
having reprefented oije of the fpeakers in his dialogue 
on Social Religion as complaining, that ungodly per- 
fons could perceive little or no diilerence betv/ecn 
members of churches and thcrtilclves; Dr. W. has 
the following Note upon it. ‘ Would to God that^ 

‘ this were not a prevailing evil-' in the prefent day, 

‘ when the world and tTie churches jf Cbrijl are so 
‘ D.'tN'OERousLV INTERMIX!'! May he wliofe fan is 
‘ in bis hand, by his word .ind Spirit in his churches, 
‘^f?parat« tlu? chalj'hnm the wheat*?’—Little did I 
upon my firft reading of this Note, that the 
refpeabble Annotator would plead for Pxdobaptifin 
on the’principle here o^pof.d !—-a principle, which 
adtuall/ confounds ths church of Chrilf, with the 
world that lies in wickedness —a principle, ryhlcU leads 
us to confider the world, wherever Chriftianity is pro- 
feffed, though in its moft corrupt ftate, as abfoibed by 
the church. Yet fo it is! for IbscdobapdiVn rniift be 
fupported, whatever become, either of Cengregation- 
al churches, or of conftftency ! 

Dr. W., I obferve, often and ftrenuoufly pleads for 
the right of infants to baptifm, on the ground of cheir 
previous memberfnip in the vifible church ; and yet 
frequently fpsaks of their being introduced into that 
fame church, by baptifm. With regard to the.former ,, 
his language is; ‘ So far is [baptifm^ from faving Z 
‘ foul, ex opere operate, that it does not even conjlitute 
‘ a viable fubjeft or member, but only recognize one 
t —iJaptifn hieing the fcal of God, [is] to be applied 
‘ to rdi tlie fubje’cls of Che vifible gofpel kingdom—It 
‘ is fuSicient [for Ipecial memberfhip, that perfons} 


* Social Religion,^. 71. 
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* have been recognized general church-members by 

* baptifm—In reference to baptifm we may ftiy, it i>e- 

* longs to the firft [degree of memberfliip,] but meiL's 

* the fecond *with many othel things of a fimilar 
kmd.—Refpefting the latte*-, he fays: ‘ It [baptifmj 

* is a folenin recognition of the fitnefs of the baptized 
‘ to be a fubjeft of that kingdom [of Chri /1 j—God— 
‘ufas and dignifies this ordinance for the purpofe of 
‘ dilplaying his wojideiful condefcenflon and grace to 

* every fubjcft, introduced through this avenue into 

* the vifihlc Chrijlian kingdom —Baptifm—includes a 

* relative change of Hate; thereby the fubjedf.is tranf- 

* lated, niinifterially, from a ftatc cf dillauce to 

‘ ofnearnefs; is feparated from the W'orld v^nijo^ded to 
‘ the uni^erfal church—We contend that baptifm is 
‘,the rite of admii[fion into tHe univerfal chuVch of 

* Chriftj or general bodyof Chriftians—The ceremo- 
‘ ny of admljjion into the church is indeed altered by 

* our Lord’s pofitivc authority, Profelyte all nations 
‘baptizing theon \-d zni. in many other places he 
fpeaks to tlic fame effect. 

But how, in the name of confiftency, are thefe 
tilings to be reconciled ? According to my opponent, 
the perfons of whom he fpeaks, whether adults or in¬ 
fants, are the. fubjcdls of our Lord’s kingdom— are 
members of the vifible church; and, therefore, fhould 
be baptized. , On the other hand, they are fitted to 
he fubjetSls in that kingdom— to be joined to the vifi¬ 
ble church, or to be admitted into it; and, confequent- 
ly, are entitled tobajitifm !—'I’hefc manifeft inconfift- 
encies Dr. W. endeavours to harmonize, by the ufc 
of feveral diftindfions relativc/to churcb-memberfliip, 
of which he makes three degrees. But why, it may 

•"Vol.I. 121,120,368,409. See alfo p. 293, 300. f Vol. 
X. 121, 129, 220, 3C7. Yvl. 11 . 232. 
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be juftly afked, is not the' gradation in church rneni*' 
berfliip equal to that in relative holinefs, for which he 
fo earneftly pleads, apd of which he makes Jive degrees 
befides an et catcra ? He nriight, indeed, with equal 
countenance from the Chriftian Economy, have 
made fifty : and with regard to his JirJi degree of 
church-niemberfhip, it is, if I miftake not, equally 
without foundation. Relative ts) that, however, he 
fpcaks as follows; ‘ Perlbns are often called church- 
‘ members in this controverfy, when they are fo only 
‘ de jure, or quoad dehitum. And in this fenfe we re- 
ji gard ail adiilts before baptifm, who neverthclefs may 
‘’be'jjwfully baptized. The infant children of pro- 
‘ fej5r!^ Chriftians, thofe of our opponents not except- 
‘ ed, we alfo regard aSj church-members in the fame 
‘ fenfe, though not baptized. And we cannot but 
‘ confider this circumftance with pleafure and grati- 
‘ tude, that there is one degree of church-memberfhip, 
‘ that which is quoad dehitum,^'N\i\Qh it is out of the 
‘ power of men to deprive them of*.’ 

Perfons, in this controverfy, are often CAtLR» 
ehurch-snembers. Yes; withoutpro‘y//7j- them to be 
fo. For Paedobaptifts to call the perfons to whom he 
refers-members of the Chriftian church, is one thing: 
for the Apoftles to reprefent them in that light, is an¬ 
other. It, therefore, behoves Dr. W. to evince the 
latter, before his diftinftion deferves regard.— Are of¬ 
ten called in THIS .controverfy. True; and not in 
any other, that I recollect. But the exigences of Pse- 
dobaptifm are fo great, as to require diftinftions that 
are hardly evcr.ufed on any other fubjetft, and every 
aftiftance that catfbe procured. 

Perfons are called church-members, when they arefs 
unly DE JURE. Then the denomination is a grofs mif* 
Vol. I. 408. 
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Bomer: for while it regards de jurcy it exprelTes de fatto. 
As well might Dr. W. have laid; All the Negroes 
in our Weft Indian Iflands are freemeny being fo dc 
jure ;—and vve cannot bat confider this circumftancc 
with pleafare and gratitude on behalf of thofe opprefl- 
cd follow-mortals, that though they are the moft per- 
fe£t Haves upon earth, there is one degree of perfonal 
and civil freedom, v.hich it is out of the power of 
their cfucl mafters to depriventhem of. 

Dr. W. adds : ‘ The propriety of their being dc- 

• nominated members of the church—arifes hence, 

• That they actually poflefs the qualificajions of mem- 
‘ bers, and therefore are fernx the Divine cjll'vigfieiyl 

* and ought to be fo in oars, though, quoad ev^ .iuMy 

* they mty never be baptized But do tlley not, 
on his principles, adlually polTefs equal qualifications 
for haptifaiy though unbaptized? Why, then, may 
we not fay; As they adfually poflcls the qualifica¬ 
tions for baptifm, they arc, in the Divine eftimation, 
baptized; and otighi to be fo in ours, though, quoad 
euentumy they may never be baptized. Never, furely, 
did ‘ the logical vvoi Id’ behold a more excellent argu¬ 
ment !—Or, according to the preceding illuftration, 
thus: The propriety of denominating the enflaved 
Negroes freemeny .'uucecdeiit to their being legally re¬ 
cognized fucA,. arifes li;nce; They, not having com¬ 
mitted any ci vil crime, aiTmally poftefs the qualifica¬ 
tions of frdemea : and, therefore, are fiy in the Di¬ 
vine eftimation, atid ought to be fo in ours; though, 
as to the event, and through the injufticcof their petty 
tyrants, they may die the moft abjc6t-flavcs.-rrT7e<7 
poffs the (^/AMFICATIONS of mci^ibers. Theyy who? 
why, according to Dr. W., not only infants, but alfo 
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the vileft profligates upon earth; even thofe who, as 
the pefis of fociety, are completely qualified for the 
halter. 

Kut had our author proved that h'.fants arc bont 
mernbers of the viilbie church, it would not thenca 
have been inferihlo, independent of a divine prccepty 
or an apoltolic example, that it is our duty to bap- 
ti?:e them. For, as baptifm is a pofstive inflitutCy. 
and as the baptiihial ftaSutCjif there be anv l.iwfor'our 
dircvSlion, is the rule of udminifli-ation botit as to mode 
and fubjedt; fo, if infants be not included in that fta~ 
tutc, they cafinot have any more c! lim fo baptifni, 
“tlli.^^Js^y have to pnrtahe at riie Lord’s table.—Zcal- 
ohs, 4 ^wever, as Dr. ^V. is for the diurch-inember- 
fliip ot'infants, his view of their privileges "refulsing 
fiom that relation fccinr^ it; coinpaufon with the fenti- 
ments and conduil of many others, to be very coa- 
tradfed. P'or though, according to his ‘ opinion, 
baptized infants ai'c invefted with iv.o degrees of mem- 
berihip, wit'i feverat degrees oF relative hc.lincfs, anil 
with morerl qualifications in abundance ; yet he docs 
not plead, with the Greek Church, a,id with fome of 
our Fiiglifh authors, for Infant con n'iiiiion. Nor 
docs he, diatl have obferved, fpcak. of inl'ants, though 
j-ioflelliiig two degrees of church-m.iyberfliip, and 
conftituting a very confiidcrable part of the Chriftiaa 
church, bein^ the proper objeds of niiniHerial inftruc- 
tion; as his countryman, and coailjutor in this caufc, 
Mr. Lewelvn does. For this Gentleman, when 
adverting to apoftolic pradtlce, tells us; That ‘in- 
‘ fants—arc the jirjl clafs of members in the church. 

‘ Difeourfes were dm'ctfed to theniy and rules given to 
‘ them, and to parents for them,, how to manage 
‘ themfelves and to be maltaged. And the Apoftles . 
‘ never give any dixedtions and church-rules to thofe 
U 5 ‘■wha 
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*’Who are out of the church—.The little children are 
‘ addrejfed as in the church; and therefore were bap- 

* tiz„d into it —I may here adopt the exclamation 
of Mr PiRiE ; ‘What grange heads fome men 
‘ have !’ and that of Dr. W. > ‘ Wonders never 

* ceafe !’—It muft be admitted, however, that addreff- 
ing miniftcrial difeourfes to infantas, and giving them 
rules of conduEi \ is, behaving refpeftfully to them, 
and treating them as members.’ There is, notwithftand- 
ing, another branch of paftoral fervice, to the bene¬ 
fit of which, as unoffending ‘ members of the firft 
‘ rlafs,’ they muft have an undoubted right :■ and th^ 
is, the adininiftration of the Lord’s fupper. 

is, to affert that ‘ purified’ infants are church-myriubers 
of the fccond degree; and yet neither admit them to 
the Lord’s table, addrefs.on,e paftoral difeourfe to 
them, nor give them a fingle rule of moral conduft, 
is extremely far from treating them as members. 

My opponent endravours to prove, at large, the 
right of infants to baptifm, by confidering the divine 
difpenfation of grace from Adam to Noah, from Noah 
to Abraham, from Abraham to Mofes, and from 
Mofes to Chrift f. For this purpofe he produces a 
multitude of paffages from the Old Teftament—from 
the Pentateueh, the Pfalms, and the Prophecies J: on 
xvliich I fhall prefent my reader with the following re- 
riiarks. . * 

By the candid eftimate he forms of our conduff, 
refpe(fting thofe paffages of Scripture on which we ar¬ 
gue, he has taught us to confider the texts which he 

• Doffritfe of Bapttfm, ip. 94, dt Vol. I. 234—277. 

J Gen. iii. 15, 2J. vi. 18. vii. 1. vlii. 20. ix. 8, 9,12, 13* 
xii. 3- xvii. 7, lo, 12, 24, 25, 2(1. 17. xxvi. 4. xxvii. 29. Exod. 
xii. 6, 47, 48. Pf. Ixx'ii. 11, 17. cii. 28. Jfa. xix. 23, 24,13. 
lii. 15. Iv. 5. Ixv. 13. Jer. iv. 2. Dan. vii. 14, 27. Micah iv. 
f. ^eh. ii. 11. Vcl. I. 234—277. 
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produces from the Old Teftament, as conftituting 
feme of the JimngeJl evidences in proof of his point. 
For, when fpeaking of the Baptifts, he cxprelTes him* 
felf thus: ‘ It is to he prcfiimed tlieir own intereji in 
‘ the debate would prompt them to produce the Jlrong~^ 
‘ eji' facred texts*. Strongly, however, as he may 
imagine thefe numerous pafl’ages are in favour cf Pse- 
dobaptifm, we, arc not likely to be convinced by them? 
partly, becaufe of his« own important axiom j and 
partly, becaufe of other confiderations, indejrendent of 
‘ his opinion.’ His own axiom', which is ; ‘As no- 
^ thing fliould be confidered as an eftablifhed princi- 
faith, which is not in fome part of Scripture 
^ ddl'yered with perfpicuity ; fo that pcrfpicnity Jijould 
* he foilght for principally where the point in quef~ 
tionismofl rrofess^diiY handled.’ This axiom 
I have already commended, as a truly Pi oteftant prin¬ 
ciple ; and it condemns his own procedure in the pre- 
fent cafe. For, neither our author himfelf, nor any 
one elfe, I prefume, will aflert, that Paedobaptilin is 
moji prcfejfedly handled in the Old Teftament. But 
be, neverthelefs, by the multitude of paffages thence 
produced, and by the principles of ancient Judaifm on 
which he argues, feems principally to feek for it in the 
Old Teftament. It is worthy of the reader’s confider- 
ation, therefore, whether Dr. W., in his own elegant 
phrafe, do ijot here endeavour ‘ to coittpajs the wreji- 
‘ ingf’ of thefe texts, for the fervice of Infant fprink- 
ling.—The condudl of our author, in producing fo 
many paflages from the writings of Mofts, of Davidy 
and of the Prophets,. reminds me of an obfervation 
made by Mr. HoUbery, relative to a ceftain writer 
on whom he thus animadverts: ‘We arc next en-* 

t Vol. I, 369. 
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444-- Principles of Padobaptlfm,' [Chap. VT* 
‘ countered—with the whole hundred ?.nd feventh' 
‘ Pfalm. And it is well, when his hand was in, that 
‘ he did not attack us with the whole hundred and 
‘ fifty So we may fay, It fs well my opponent 
did not produce the whole Old Tcfmment againft us. 

The conduct of Dr. W., in this rcfpect, is too- 
much like that of Roman Catholics in fupport of their 
fiiperllitions, to obtajn our approbation. With regard 
to the procedure of Papifts,* Mr. Payne fays: ‘I 
‘come now to the New 'reftament, where, if there 
‘ be any proofs for tire facrifice of the mafs, it is more 
‘ likely to find them than in the Old; yet they pro- 
‘ duce twice as many more, fitch as they arc, <rf 
‘ that, than this ; and, Vike fome other people, ar&'rfiofe 
‘ beholden to dark types and obfcure prophecies of the 
‘■(^Id Teftameiit to makQ.oij.t their principles, than 
‘■to the clear light of the Gofpel, and to any plain 
‘places in the New: and yet if any fuch dodlrine as 
‘ this were to be received by Chriftians, and if any 
‘ fuch wonderful and effential part of worftiip were 
* appointed by Chrifi, or taught and pradtifed by the- 
‘ Apoftles, we fhould furely have it more plainly let 
‘ down in the New 'i'eftament than they are able to 
‘ fhew it f.’—I'hus idfo Dr. Whitby, when explod¬ 
ing the worlhip of images and reliques: ‘ Away with- 
‘thofe ignorant fellows, who can derive the pidtures 
‘ of Chrift und his Apoftles, no higher than St. Luke 
‘and Nicodemus;. this Theodosius [juft before 
‘ quoted] finds them among the writings of the Pro- 
‘ phets, as clear as nociirday Now though I am 
for from confidering Infant Iprinkling as equally 
evil with the particulars here' cortdemned; yet the 

* F.tif^rv i'-’l'i Hcriji. Djf!. cf Vuiure I'liiiijh. p. 238. -|- Pu- 

Title p. 04 - , 278. 
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principle of reafoning on which the Papifts proceed^ 
and that on which thefe Proteftants confute them, ane 
thofe adopted by Dr. W. and myfelf in the prefent 

cafe. * 

It may to fome perfiiis appear extremely fingular, 
that my^pponent fhould fo clearly difeern the right of 
infants to baptifm, in the writings of Mofes, of David, 
and of the ancient Prophets ; whijp, in the whole New 
Teftament, he cannot ^perceive the Icaft veftige of 
either John, tha Apoftles, or apoftolic men, pra£tifing, 
iinmerfion. 'I'he former appears with ftriking evidence 
Ijjoni the tlitird of Genefis; but not a fhadow of the 
Latter ton he difeern, in the third of Matthew, or the' 
third of John. 'I'hat water fhould be fokmnly poured, 
or fprinikled upon infants^ is clear as the day, from va¬ 
rious prophecies of D^vid and of Ifaiah: but in his 
decided opinion, we have not the leaft intimation from 
Luke in the Acis, or from Paul in his Epiftles, of 
eitiier adults or infants being immerfed in the name of 
the Lord. Tiius he expreffes himfeif: • If any pafll- 
‘ age in the New I'eihiment gives countenance to. 

‘ the notion, that dipping was the apoftolic pradlic?, 

‘ it is Romaijs tiie fourth [fixth] and fourth ; to which 
‘ is added, Coloftians the L-cond and twelfth H« 
will not, however, by any means allow,•tliat cither of 
thefe pafl'ages has in it the Icaft reference to immer- 
fion. This k the more fingular, bec.iufe it is evident 
that eccleiiaftical writers, both Greeks and Latins, 
down from the apoftolic age; that the whole of the 
Greek Church, from the higheft Chriftian antiquity 
to the prcrcat day; and that learned theological writ¬ 
ers, a very few exfepte'd, whether Papifts or Protef¬ 
tants, in modern times; have all agreed in acknow-- 

* Y0I.II..81. 
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.ledging, that various parts of the New Teftament, 
•land efpecially the two paffagesjuft mentioned, bear 
teftimony to immerfion *. As no author with whom 
I am acquainted is more perfpicacious to difeern, in 
.the Old Teftament, the right of infimts to baptiim ; 
and few more ‘ dimfighted,’ with regard to immer- 
, fion, as appearing in the New, than Dr. W.; it feems 
AS if, refpedling th,^ former, he * had recourfe to his 
‘glaffes, and wiped them cLanbut that, in regard 
to the latter, he quite neglected them.—I fball coji- 
clude this particular with a remark or two from Pec- 
dobaptift authors, refpefting the condaft of certain 
polemical writers. Thus, then, Mr. Gee : ‘•One 
•* ought not to wonder that fo great a man as Bel- 
‘ LARMINE could bring fuch weak and trifling proofs, 

* where the beft were necefl’a^y, and all little enough: 

‘ but itisnOtBELLARMINE’s,buthisCAUSE’£ faultf.' 
Thus alfo Mr. Horbery : ‘ I know not what thefe 

* Gentlemen fee, more than other people can:—but I 

* am fatisfied if we were to argue lb on the other fide, 

« —our arguments would be treated with great con- 
‘ tempt J.’ 

. My opponent, when comparing the baptifm of John 
with Chriftian baptifm, fays:.‘There appears no 
‘ mark of difference, in the two inftitutions, as to 
‘ the a£iion of baptizing—The fame may be faid con- 

* cerning the qualifications of their refpeiftive fub- 
«jeifts §.’ He further informs us, refpeifing the fub- 
jedls of John’s baptifm j ‘ That fuch of them as were 

* a£iual finners made a general confeflion of their fins 
i and iniquities; whereas, to ferve the Antipsedobap- 

* Sec Peedobap. Exam. Vol. 1. Chap, ii—vii. f Preferv. 
agahjl Pei,ery, Title Vll. p. 28. J Enquiry into Scrip. Dob?, 
tj Future Pumjb. p. 136. Note. Sec Padohap. Exnyn. 'Vol. II. 
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‘ tift caufe, the narrative [of John’s pra£Iice fhould 
‘ prove, that he] baptized no others but thofe who* 

‘ made a perfonal confeffion of their fins. But this—. 

‘ the hiftory of John’^baptifin I believe will not fup- 
‘ port. What better due can we fix upon towards 
‘ invcftigating this point, than thofe fcripture paflages 

* which treat of national and general confeffions of 

‘ fin *?’ In another place he alks; ‘ Whom does [John] ' 
‘ baptize ? Who were the fubjeiSs of his extraordi- 
‘ nary purification ? Jerufalcm and all Judea^ and all 
‘ the region round about fiordan. All the people that 

* J}eard him, ^except the Pharifees and lawyersand 
hence he infers, ‘ that infents were partakers of the 
‘ ileanfing rite with their parents f,’ He fpeaks of 
baptifm'in the time of John, being ‘ univeffally ad- 

* miniftered and yet Tie .fays, that ‘ our Lord and 
‘ his fervants, we are exprefsly told, made and baptized 

* more difciples than John, though the latter baptized 

* fo great a number. How numerous then muft they 
‘ bej!’ 

How numerousl Not quite fo numerous, perhaps, as 
he thinks proper in this place to reprefent. For he 
elfewhere tdls us; ‘It does not appear from the in- 
‘ fpired naiTative (however probable from inferential 
‘ reafoning) that any but John himfelf^wzs engaged 
‘ as OPERATOR in his baptifm If, then, John was 
the only operator in that pretended national purifica¬ 
tion, as appears highly probable, notwithftanding our 
author’s ‘ inferential reafoning there cannot be any 
juft ground to conclude, that the numbers baptized 
by him.were fo great as Dr. W. imagines.—Befides, 
though John baptized'perfons who dwelt in Jerufa- 

« Lew xxvi. 40, 41, 4i. . I Kings viii. 47—53- Vol, L 
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lem, in various parts of Judea, and in the country 
'round about Joi-dan; yet there is no reafon to fup- 
pofe that the bulk of the people, in any of thofe places, 
were baptized by him. For if furh multitudes, as 
Dr. W. feems to think, Iwdbeen baptized by that ve¬ 
nerable man; it would be impofliblc to conceive of 
our Lord baptizingfil/ morr; except wc were to fup- 
pofe, either that a gfat majority of the 7t’Z’;/e nation, 
partly by John, and partly by 'Chrift, was baptized; or 
that many of John's difciplcs were, by the order ot‘ 
ChriflT, rehaptized. But of thefe things there is not 
the Icaft appearance, that I perceive, tn the New 
Tcflamcnt. No; there is reafon to conclude'that 
few, comjraratively—that an extremely fmall part of 
the Jewifli people, confidtred at large, received bap- 
tifm from the hands of John, or from thofe of the A- 
pofrles, in the time of our Lord’s pcrfonal minilfry. 
For the apoffolic pen is very far from teaching us, 
that the difciplcs of Chrift, before his afccnfion, were 
numerous *. Nor is there any juft foundation for us 
to conchide, tliat the generality of thofe nominal dif- 
ciples who forfook the miniftry of our Lordf had 
been baptized, either by John, or by the Apoftles, at 
our Lord’s command. It is neceflary, however, to 
fupport the idea of John’s bajitifm being a nationaf 
puiification, that my oppoiient ftiould prove its ad- 
minftration ■ to* have been much more eencral than 
any thing in the New Teftament will warrant. 

A NATIONAL confcffwn af fin. Very different from, 
this idea is the following paraphrafe of Dr. Dodd¬ 
ridge, on Matthew the third and fixth; ‘ Great 
‘ numbers of [the Jews] were brought under very fc- 
‘ rious impreffions by his [John’s] faithful remonftran- 

Afls i. 15. I Cor. XV. 6. f Jolm vi. 66. 

c. 


ces». 



Chap. VL] . as maintained by Dr, IV. 44ig( 

‘ ces, expoiliilations, and w.Trnings: and thofe that 
‘ were aivaktnedto repetitance^v/ete all baptized by him* 
‘ in the river Jsrdun ; expre/ling the coiivUiions they 
‘ were under-, byconillffing their fins, and by fubmit- 
‘ ting to this rite, engaging themfelves for the future 
‘ to reformation and obedieiu'e 

Never did 1 meet woJi any theological author, and 
erpeciaily among writers of the Congregational deno¬ 
mination, who applied tfce epithet national in fuch a 
manner as my oppoiicat docs, it is common for thole 
who approve civil cftablilhments of Chrifrianity, to 
fpcak of a national church, a national creed, a national 
lititr^y ; and for Protcilant Dillenters to adopt thofe 
piirales with reference to the Englilh Ellablifhment 
of rclighrn. But Dr. W., though profeffcdty of the 
Congregational denoniiifatijn, fpeaks witli confidence 
of a national CONFESSION of fin, as connedted 
with John’s baiitifin; of that rite being a general, or 
national, purification^ of national conversions 
to Chriiiianityj and of national churches^— ycs> 
and of NATIONAL churches too, under Congrega¬ 
tional diflpline ! Strange, that an author whole 
* opinion’ is ‘ tinged’ wnth fo many national ideas, is 
not profelledly a member of fomc national church ! 
Such are the exigences of Infant fprinkling, however^ 
that, if it be well fi:pported, all thefe national notions 
muft be admitted by our Independent Brediren !—I 
have, indeed,*long confidci-ed P.-Edobaptiim as incon- 
fiftentwith Chrlllian’churches of the Congregation¬ 
al form, and as cilcatbl M National churches ; but 
had not oifr author ‘ iliown his opinion,’ I might not, 
perhaps, have beheld that particular in fo ftrong a 
light. For had it not been that P;edobaptifm »<?/«- 

• See :illb Pom IJengelii Gootn'-ium, and HeNRy,. 

Vi IfJL*. 
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rally leads to National churches, and that, where con- 
^fiftency prevails, the principles of Pasdobaptifm necef- 
fsrily in churches of that fort; a refpeftable Ckm- 
gregationalijl, and one who is by feme efteemed a 
‘ champion' for Infant fprinkling, would fcarcely have 
argued as my opponent docs. I cannot help conclud¬ 
ing, therefore, that none bift the Baptijl principles 
are confiftent with. Congregational churches, and the 
government which is propei for them, as defcribed in 
the New Teftament. In this opinion it is highly pro¬ 
bable I fhall continue, till Dr. W. publifli his plan of 
a National church under Congregational government. 

A NATIONAL confejfion of fm. But had there been 
fuch a confeflion, as oppofed to one that was perfonaly 
and had that been fufficient for the baptifm of John ; 
on what ground, or with what propriety, did he rejeft 
any of the Jews who applied to him for ‘ the rleanfing 
‘ rite ?’ As the Pharifees and lawyers, v/ho were dif- 
niified by John without baptifmj conftituted part of 
tlie Jewifh nation; they muft, according to Dr. W., 
Save been interefted in that national confcffion of fin 
which was then made: and, confequently, muft have 
poflefled a claim to the national purification. But if 
lb, how came the venerable Baptift thus to addrefs 
them! 0 feneration ^vipers! who hath warned 
you to flee from the wrath to come ? Bring forth 
THEREFORE FRUITS MEET FOR REPENTANCE: And 
think not to fay within yourfelvesy We have Abraham 
to our father: for I fay unto yoUy that God is able of 
thefe Jlones to raife up children unto Abraham. And 
nowalfo the axe is laid unto the foot of the trees: therefore 
every tree which bringeth not forhh good fruit is hewn 
down and caji into thefire *. By which it plainly ap- 
• Matt. hi. 7—10. 
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pears that John required, not a nationals, but a perfon» 
al confeffion of fin, attended with fiich difpofitions 
and condu6f as evinced repentance, before he corifi- 
dered them as proper fubjeils of that baptifin which 
he adminiftered. Whereas, on our author’s hypo- 
thefis, John baptized thofe who, on the ground of car¬ 
nal defcent, thought themfelves the favourites of Hea¬ 
ven } and thofe whom, for their mijjignity of heart, he 
proneunced a generation vipers. Nay, according 
to Dr, W., fuch are the proper fubjeds of Chrijiian 
baptifm: becaufe he maintains, as we have juft feen, 
that the qiiaiifkations for baptifm are tlie fame as 
tliey were then. 

My opponent, when ftating the queftion h^ means 
to difcufs* relative to the,fubje6ls of baptifm, gives it 
in the following words. ‘Whether it is the will of 
*• Chrift that believing parents, fliould endeavour to 
‘ have their children baptized *?’ In- another place, 
he exprefleshimfelf thus; ‘Tofay,that*t is of nocon- 
‘ fequence who is baptized, or immaterial Imu the rite 
‘is performed, without due examination, is incoinpa- 
* tible with Chriftian fincerity f*’ In other parts of 
his work, notwithftanding,he evidently pleads for the 
baptifin of infants in general^ and for its being the 
duty of every adult, in a Chriftian cauntrj, to be bap¬ 
tized. Refpe( 5 ling infants, he fays: ‘ We have no oh.- 
jeStion AT A<.L to the idea, that all parents, who- 
‘ ever they be, in a Chriftian country, lie under an ob- 
‘ ligation to have their infants baptized J:’ and, with 
regard to ajjults, he Ihows his opinion in tlie following, 
confident manner.- ‘ Will our author favcuf us with 
‘ the curious intelligence of any man unbaptizei, in a 

Vol. I. 199. 

377. 378. 
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‘ Chnftian country, on whom it is not incumbent 
* to be bapti7,ed *?’ He acknowledges, however, that 
^oiigh an oppofer of the gofpel, an Infidel^ or an 
idolater, iwflefs a claim to b.iptilin ; yet no mitiifter is 
authorized ‘to impofe it’upon himy. Such is the 
liberality of his opinion, with reference to the fub- 
fSls of haptifm 1 — As to the mode of adminiftration, he 
fhows himfclf equally liberal, when he fays: ‘ We 
‘fliouid vary it according lo lirctimjiances, and in pi’o- 
‘ portion as dcmonftrablc evidence is wanting, refer 
‘ the mode to the private judgment of the perfon 
‘ or perfons concerned —'I'lius kindlj has he pro¬ 
vided for the haptifm of all infants that are born in a 
Chriftian country, without exception, fupppfing their 
parents delirous to have them cleanled from' ceremo¬ 
nial poliution; and of all i.nbiipiized adidts too, in any 
country where Chriftianity is proftH'eJ, that are wil¬ 
ling to receive the purifying benefit! Nay, fo conde- 
feending, and ft liberal is he of his pretended purifica¬ 
tion, that thole parents, and thofe adult candidates, may- 
have it adminillered juji as they pleajc Now, read¬ 
er, what think you of this ? Is it not ‘ lurious intelli-' 
‘ gence?’ Could you hat'e expedted it from a Protef- 
tant Diflentcr, and efpecially from one of the Congre¬ 
gational denomination r—Never, till 1 read the publi¬ 
cations of mf opponent, did 1 hear of the mode of ad- 
miniltration being referred to the privafe judgment of 
any one, whether -adminiftrator, or candidate ; nor, 
except among the Papifts, did i ever meet with fuclv 
a latitude refpediing theof the ordinance. I 
faid, among the Papijis. Fqr Mr. Clarnson in¬ 
forms its, when (peaking of baptifift and penance, that 

T Vo!. I. JST + Vol. I. 396. I AV<f on MoRRlCP.p. 
13 T. § See k'.iw//. Vol. I. p. io!i—143. 
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fome of the Roman Catholics ‘ count no difpolltion re- 
* quifite, but only a willingnefs to receive them*:’ 
and of the fame opinion is J)r. W., in regard to bap- 
tifm. So contrary to which is the avowed fentiment 
of our Congrcgavional B:ethreri in general, that, were 
it not for his tendernefs toward P*dcbaptifts, he 
might have been expected to charge them with ‘ fcre-iv.- 
‘ ing' a pofitive inlfitute ‘ in the vice of bigotry-,' on 
account of their narrow notions refpc< 5 ting the fubjefts 
of his purifying rite. But, guilty as they certainly ye, 
if his opinion be juft, he has thought proper -to fpaie 
them, and to appropriate that inoft elegantly expreffed 
cenfure to us.* Militating, however, in this rtfpcdl:, 
ngafnft Independents, as well asagainft us ; it maybe 
expected that one or another cf them will calHiim to 
an account, aiid inflidt the deferved chaftifement, not 
ojily for this, but alfo fbf certain principles that arc 
inimical to their Proteftant Nonco::formity. 

Mr. Hampson, in his narrative of Mt. J. Wes- 
ley’s Million to America, fays*; ‘ While the fliip 
‘ lay off 'Pybec,feveral Indians came onboard, iboolc 
‘ hands and welcomed them to America. They ex- 
‘ prefled a dcflre to be inftrudted, as foon as they were 
‘ at liberty from the confulions of war: but added, 
‘ IVe would not he made Chrijlians as the Spaniards 
‘■make Chrijiians-, sve would le t AViSHT before we 
‘ are baptized.^.' Conformable to the letter and fpirit 
of our Lord’s«baptifmal ftatutc, as the language of 
thefe American Indians- manifeftly was, and rational 
as it muft be cftcemedby Proteftants in general; yet, 
having (b mqch the appearance of making difciplcs by 
teachingXy and not by ba.pti-zing ; it is evidently in- 
• imical 

* Pra, 91 err' Di-rini-y of Pa/kjb, p. 46. ■)- Life / Mr. J. 

Wkslev, Voi. j. i>. 172. +• To cfunterrincr ilu; ic!ca of 

tuuki/tg iiifipki williout any dogrte of tiacliing, my oppmn nt 
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Imica! to our author’s hypothefis, and to various of 
thofe capital grounds on which he fupports it. On Dr, 
W.’s principles, there was little reafon for thefe In- 

« 

(Vol. I. 315.) has quoted Mr Poole’s Coctinuators, as render¬ 
ing thofe words of our Lord. MaSaTtocaTs %artet Ta iSta> thus : 

* Make dili'ifles all nation.' I'here the quotation ends: whereas 
the Commentator immediately adds; ‘ But that muft be firfl ly 

• preaching and inJiruSling them in the principles of the Chriftian 
‘ faith.’—^Thus alfolv quotes Dr. Doddridge’s vcrfion of the 
paffage; * Goforth therefore and proselyte all the nations of 
^tie 'earth.' But he gives his reader no intimation of the Doftor 
having faid, in his Note on the place ; ‘ 1 render the word 
‘ f«*S«!TivcraTi profeh'te, that it may be duly dijlinguijhed from. 

‘ SiWicotTi?, teaching (in the next verfe) wirh which our Ver- 
‘ fion confounds it. The former feems to import inflruBisgt in 
‘ the eifentiiils of religion, which it was neerffary adult porfons 
‘ Ibould.know and fubmit to, before they could regularly be ad- 
‘ mitted to baptifm: the latter rnay relate to thole 'more parti- 
‘ cular admonitions in regarfl to Chriftian faith and praftice, 

‘ which were to be built on tliat foundation.’ See Pecdohap. 
Exam. Vol. II. p. 169 —zSa.—To the teftimonies from Paedo- 
baptifts there produced, I will here add the following. Billiop 
Newcome ; ‘ I fuppofe it granted, that Jefus rfltrWmake 

* difciples without inJlruBing them in the nature of his kingdom.’ 
DurationofourLord's Minijl>y,in Reply to Dr. Priestley, p. 5S. 
Dub. i7!io.—Dr. G. Campjiell ; ‘ Co, tberifore, andcott- 
' VERT all the nations, haplizing thim in'the name, of the Fatbir, 

* and fo on. There arc nianifellly three things which our Lord 

‘ here diftinftly enjoins his Apofties to execute, with regard to 
‘ the nations ; to wit poStiTtMit, that is, to 

‘ convert thcijt to the faith, to initiate the converts into the church 
‘ by baptifm, and to inftruft the baptized in all the duties of the 
‘ Chriftian life.’ ' Four Gojpels, and Note on the place.—Dr. T. 
Gibbons : ‘•Aperfon may be called zdifeipleox, fcholar, who 
‘ well underftands what his tutor has taught him, and well 
‘ knows what arc his maxims, Icfturcs, and fo on. But may 
‘ not he alfo with ftill greater reafon be ftilgd the difciple or feho- 
‘ lar of another^ who—imitates and refemblcs his mafter, and 
‘ forms his heart, and life, and maxims, accordifig to his exam- 
‘ pie ? I fuppofe Pythagoras and Socrates would hardly 
‘ have called that perfon their difciple, who did not ftrivc to imi- 

• tatc them, as well as to imbibe their precepts. In like man- 
e ner,I call him a ay/r/Z/eof JefusChrift, whois formed according 

• to his Mafter in difpofition, convcrfation, and behaviour.’ Ser¬ 
mons on Evangelical andFradical Suhjehis, Vol. I. p. 380. 
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dians to have queftioned the propriety of receiving 
baptifin immediately, provided they had been inclined 
fo to do; becaufe, according to him, the moll lurcivil- 
ifed Pagans poflefs thp neceflary degree of relative 
holinefs, and of morjd qualifications, for the admira¬ 
bly cleanfing rite; fo that nothing more was requifite, 
except a profejfed willingnefs to receive it. 

In oppofition to our author’s decided opinion con¬ 
cerning adult fubj efts of baptifin, ^whether as admi- 
niftcred by John, or by Ch^-illian minifters; I will pre- 
fent my reader with forae quotations from a triumvi¬ 
rate of eminent Pasdobaptifts. Thus, then, Mr. Pre- 
fident EnwAifDS: ‘ In order to a man’s being pro- 

* pefly faid to make a profeflion of Chriftianity, there 
‘ mull undoubtedly be a profeflion of all that is necef- 
‘ fary to his being a Chtillian, or of fo much as be- 

* longs to theeflence of (•hrtflianity. Whatfoever is 

* effential in Chrijiianity itfelf, the profelfion of that 

* is eflential in the profejfton of Chriftianity. The 
“ profeflion mull be of the thing profelTed—As to thofc 
‘ things that Chriftians Ihould cxprefs in their pro- 
‘ feflion, we ought to be guided by the precepts of 

* God’s word, or by fcriptural examples —Thus they 

* ought to profefs their repentance of Iw. as of old, 
‘ when perfons were initiated as profelTors, tliey came 
‘ confeffmg their fsns, manifejling their hufhiliation for 
*■ fin. Matt. iii. 6. And the baptifm the^ were bap- 
< tized with, vjas called. The baptifin of repentance— 
‘ So the apoftle Peter fays to the Jews, Repent and be 
‘ baptized: which Ihows, that repentance is a qualifica- 
*^tion that muji he vifible in order to-baptifim-, and 

* therefore ought to hept/bllcly profefifed — 7 'his profef- 
‘ fion of repentance fhould include or imply, a profef- 

* fion of conviftion that God would be juft in our 

* danuiatioit—They Ihould profefs their faith in Jefos 

‘ Chrift, 
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‘ C-hrifl-, and that they embrace Chriil, and rely 
‘ upon him as their Saviour, with their whole hearts, 
‘and that they do joyfully entertain the gofpel of 

* Chrift. Thus Philip, in order to baptizing the 
‘ Eunuch, required that hefliould profefs that he be~ 
*ilevcd with all his heart ; and they that were re- 
‘ ceived as vifible Chriftians—at the day of Pente- 
‘ coft, appeared gladly to receive the gofpsl*,' 

Dr. Owen: ‘Cum auttm jam appropinquaverit 
‘ regnum ccelorum, Johannes, qui miflusellad paran- 
‘ dam viam Domini, verani relipifeentiam, hoc eft, re- 
‘ nafeentiam feu veram vitse fuuftimoniain, ad introi- 
‘ turn in regnum Dei, leu ft.atu!n ecclcfiae Evangcli- 
‘ cum obtii.ejidum, ncceflariam prorfus clfe, exCrte 
‘ pronunliavit. Matt. iii. 2. Porro, cum plurimi exter- 
‘ nis privilegiis, quibus viitute carnalis propagationis 

* 0 ftiipe .\braliamica in Ecclefia Judsiica gaudebant, 
‘ fc efferebant, plaiiilTime denuntiatnequicquameisilla 
‘ profutura, ad part cm aliquam in regno Chrifti ob- 
‘ tinendam, nififerio resipiscerent. V. 9, 10. Hinc 
‘ terribilem admodum Eccleiia- Judaicx tantopere ex* 
‘ optatum ilium Mclli:e adventum fore olim denun- 
‘ tiarunt Prophet:r; quia fcilicct omnes veram rejipif- 
‘ centianiifanetitatcm, etpietatrm non alTecutos, penitus 
‘ab ccclefia&finibus efiet externiinatiii us ;’<7 catcrat. 

Mr. Baxter : ‘ If we muft not baptize any who 
‘ profefs not true repentance, then muft we not bap- 
‘ tize any that profefs not faving faith. But the an- 
‘ tecedent is true, (fpeaking of the adult; concerning 
‘ whom, as the moi'e noble lubjcdf, v/e fhall carry oji 
‘ the argumentation for brevity: ftill implying the 
‘ like ncceffity of tlieir profeiBng faving faith, for 
‘ their children’s baptifm as for their own.) There- 

• Religious Afe’b?ions, 7 an 1 U. S\gn xW. p. 410, 411, 412- 
Bolton, t Tbnlogmmena, L.'V'T.Cap. vii.p. 479, 4S0. ’■ n. 
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‘ fore, and fo on—Either John’s baptifm and ChriftS 
‘ were the fame, as moft of our divines againft the 

* Papifts maintain—or, if the difference be greater 

* [than fome authors reprefent it,] we may argue d 
^fortiori ; If John's baptifm required a profeiSon of re- 
‘ pcntance, then much more Chrift’s. For certainly 

* Chrill required not lefs than John; nor did he take 
‘ the impenitent into his kingdom, whom John ex- 

* eluded. The antecedent I pfcve from Mark i. 4.. 

* He preached fA.crxvei»s ttt uptaiv 

‘ TJMK : and, doubdefs, that repentance which is i« re~ 
‘ miffionem peccatorunu, is true fpecial repentance. One 
‘ of our divines, and many of the Papijls^ have found 
*.out another evafion: that is. That John did engage 
‘ them to repent^ but not requiring a profejjfion of repcn~ 
‘ tance as foregoing baptifm. But this is againft the 

* whole current of ex^oTitors, ancient and modern; 

* and againft the plain feepe of the text. Matt. iii. 6. 
‘ This confeflion was with, yea, before their baptifm; 
*and this confeliion was the profeffion of the repen- 
‘ tancetffat John required. Maldonate on the text, 
‘ having firft railed at Calvin and flandered him, as 
‘ turning baptifm into preaching—doth tell the Pro- 
‘ teftants, that they cannot prove by this text that con- 
‘ feffion went before baptifm, becaufe it is named af- 
‘ ter i but that he might not feein utterly impudentfhe: 

* confeffeth that the thing is true, and that it is the 
‘ fenfe of the text, and that this he confeffeth becaufe 
‘he mu ft rather be a faithful expofitor, than a fubtle 

* adverfary—If any fliould fay. That it is only confef- 
*fon that is required, which is no fign of true repen- 

* tance: I anfwer. When John faith. If we corffs our 
> finsy he is faithful and jtfl to forgive us our finSy he 

took that confelBon to be a fign of true rcpentance-*- 
‘ If Jefus. Chrift hath, by feripture precept and ex- 
‘ ample, diretfted us to baptize thofe that profafs true 
X ‘ repcnn 
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* re^fitance, and no a/Am j then we muft baptize them, 

* and no other. But the antecedent is truej there- 

* fore fo is the confequent—They that, before they 

* are baptized, muft renounce the world, the flefli, and 

* the devil, muft profefs true evangelical repentance; 
‘ I meanftill fuch as have the promife of pardon and 
‘ falvation. But all that are baptized mull, by them- 
■* felves or others, renounce the world, flelh, and devil 

* —profefs to be buried with Chrift in bap- 
‘ tifnCi and to rife again, do profefs true repentance. 
‘ But all that are baptized muft profefs to be buried 

* with him and rife again. Thcreforcj and fo on. 
f The major is proved, in that to be buried and rifen 

* with Chrift fignifieth, A being dead to fn., and alive 
‘ to God and newnefs of life: and it is not only ‘S 

* feigned by the oppofers) an engagement to this for 
‘ the future^ but a profelSon 6f it alfo at the prefent. 

‘ This with the reft we [prove from] Col. ii. ii, I2, 

* 13. Where note. That this is fpoken to all the 
‘ church of die CololEans—That the putting of the 
‘ body under the water did fignify our burial with 

* Chrift, and the death, or the putting, off, of our fins: 

* and though we now ufe a lefs quantity of water., yet it 

* is to fignify the fame thing, or elfe we Ihould deftroy 
‘ the being of the facrament. So alfo our rifing out 

* of the water, fignifieth our rifing and being quick- 
« ened together with him. Note alfo, that it is not 

< only an ehgagement to this hereafter., ‘but a thing 
«prefently done-—Ths like we hSve in Rom. vi. 4, 5, 

* —If it be the very nature and ufe of baptilim to fig- 
» nify and feal both the prefent putting off the body of 

< fin, and prefent putting on Chrift,; then the profef- 
‘ fion ctf true repentance muft needs precede, or con- 
‘ cur with, baptifm. But the former is certain—We 

< m uft baptize no man that firft profelTeth not tg be- 

^ . ‘ lieve 
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* lieve in G(i the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft. To 
‘ believe in God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft,-is 
‘ faving faith (if fmcerel;^ done.) Therefore, we muft. 

* baptize no man that firft profeffeth not laving faidi 
«—All that are baptized muft firft profefe to believe 
‘ in [Chrift’s] name, and fo receive him—.If it be the 
‘ verv nature, or appointed ufe, of the external part of 
‘ baptifm itfelf (yea, eflential to it) t» fignify and pro- 

* fefs (among oAer things) 8ie faving faith and repen- 
‘ tanre of the baptized (being at age j) then true bap- 
‘ tifm cannot go without fuch a profellion. But the 

^ * former is true '.•ergo, fo is the latter— 

‘It»is commonly confejfedhy us to the Anabaptifts, as 

* our commentators declare, that in the Apoftles’times 
‘ the baptized were dipped over head in the water, and 
‘ that this fignified their prpfeffion, both of believing 
‘ the burial and refurredtion of Chrift; and of their 

* own prefent renouncing the -world and flefh, or dying 
‘ to fin and living to Chrift,or rifing again to newnefe 
‘ of life, or being buried and rifen again with Chrift, 
‘ as the Apoftlc expoundeth in the forecited texts, Col. 
‘ ii. and Rom. vi. And though, as before faid, we 
‘ have thought it lawful to difufe the manner of dip- 
‘ ping, and to ufe lefs water, yet we prefume not to 
‘ change the ufe and fignification of it. SdlJ then, he 
‘ tliat fignally profefleth to die and rife again, in bap.. 

* tifm, with Chrj^, doth fignally profefs faving faith 
‘ and repentance. But thus do all that are baptized 
‘according to the apoftolical, pradlice—If we'muft. 
‘ baptize none that profefs not their confent to enter. 
‘ themfelves prefently into tlte covenant,pf grace, .with. 
‘ God in Chrift; theif we muft baptize none.that. 
‘ profefs not faving faith. But the former is trtts % 
‘therefore, and fo on—We muft not bapt;^ any> 
‘ without the profeftion of that faith and repenfance,* 

X 2 * ‘ whiciu 
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‘'which are made the condition of remifjion of fins. 
‘ But onl)i the faith called jujiifying., or faving^ and the 
‘ concomitant true repentancp, are made the condition 
“of remHfion of fins. 'I'herefore, we muft baptize none 
‘ withoutthe profeffion of that faith. But the former is 
‘true: therefore fo is the latter—We mull baptize 
‘ none but thole that are the profelTcd difciples of Chrill 

* (and their childfen, who are alfo difciples.) But none 
‘ are prolelled difciples of Chrill, that profefs not 
‘faving ftiith in Chrill. Therefore, we may not 

* baptize any that profefs not faving faith in Chrill. 
‘ The major is proved from. Go dtfciple me all na- 
‘ tions^ baptizing them. As for thofe that fay^ tliey 
‘ are difcipledby baptizing., and not before baptizing i 
‘ they fpeak not the fenfc of tliat text: nor that which 
‘ is true or rational, if thfcy mean it abfolutely as fo 
‘ fpoken j elfe why Ihould one be baptized more than 
‘ another ?—Men mull be firll difciples by the pro- 
‘ felled confent, before they are declared fuch by the 
‘ feals—We ought not to baptize thofe perfons (or 

* their infants, as theirs ) who are vilible members of 

* the kingdom of the devil, and his children; or that 

* do not fo much as pi ofefs their forfaking of the child- 

* hood an^d kingdom of the devil. But fuch are all 

* that profefs not a faving faith—If Paul account all 

* the baptized, faints, or fandlified, men dead with 

* Chrijl, and rifen with hint, fuch as have put on Chrifl, 
‘ foKsofGod'hy&AopUon,Jbraham'sfeed, heirs accord- 
‘ ing to thepromife, znA jujlified then did they all pro- 
‘ fefs a true jollifying faith. But the antecedent is 

* certain j ergo, fo is the conTequent—All that are 
•meet fubjedls for baptifm, are (after their baptifm, 

* without any further inward qualification, at leaft 

* without another fpecies of faith) meet fubjedls for the 

* Lord's fupper (having natural capacity by age.) But 
‘ no one that profcfieth‘only a faith fliort of juftifying, 

‘ IS 
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‘ is meet to receive the Lord’s fupper: therefore, no 
‘ fuch a one is a meet fubjefl: for baptifm. Or thus: 

‘ Thcfe, at age, whom we may baptize, we may alfo 
‘ admit to the Lord’s fupper, without any other fpccies 
‘ of failh. But the profelTors of a mere common faith 
‘ ittort of juilifv'ing, we .may net admit to the Lord’s 
‘ f'.'pper: therefore—’vVe muft baptize none, at age, 

‘ that profefs not theinlelres Chriitians ; nor any iii- 
‘ fants, but or. fuch a profelucn of i!»e parents, or pro- 
‘ parents. But they that profels only a fpecies of laith 
‘ ihortof jiiftifying faith, profefs not themfclves.Chrif- 
‘ tians. 7 'hereforc, and fo on—^No man is truly a 
‘ Chriftian, thaf is net truly a difcipic of Chrift. That 
‘ is plain [from] Afts xi. 26. No man is truly a dif- 
‘ ciplc of Cbrill, that doth not profefs a fiving faith 
‘and repentance (five the^children of fuch.) Ihere- 
‘ fore, no man that doth niStTo profefs is truly a Chrif- 
‘ tian—If there can be no example given in Scripture 
‘ of any one that was baptized without the prefeilion 
‘ of a favitig fiith, nor any precept for fo doing ; then 
‘ miift we not baptize any without it. But the ante- 
‘ cedent is true; therefore fo is the confequent— 

‘ Let us review the fci ipture examples of baptifm— 

‘ I have already fhowed that John requires the profef- 
‘ lion of true repentance, and that his baptifm was for 
‘ remiflion of fin. ’iVhen Chrift layeth 3 own, in the 
‘ apoftolical commiftion, the nature and order of his 
‘ Apofiiles woi 4 c, it is firft to mah difei^esi and then 
‘ to baptize them into the Name, of the FatherySonand 
‘ Holy Ghoji. And as it is « making difciplesy which 
‘ is firft cxpiTcfled in Matthew; fo Mark expoundeth 
‘ who thefe difciples are, as to the aged, by putting be~ 
‘ Ihving before baptifm: and that we may know that 
‘ it is juftifylng faith that .he meaneth, he annexellj 
‘ fifft baptifin, and then the promife of falvation. Matt. 

X 3 ‘ xxviii. 
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* xxviii. ig. Mark xvi. i6. He that believeth and is 

* baptized Jhallbefaved. This is not like fome occahon- 
‘ al hiftorical mention of baptifm; but it is the very 
‘ commiffion of Chrillto his Apoftlcs, for preaching and 
‘ baptifm, and purpofely exprefleth their feveral works 
‘ in their feveral places and order. I'heir firft talk is 
‘ by teaching to make difciples, which are by Mark 
‘ called believers.^ The feconJ work is to baptize 
‘ them, whereto is annexed the promife of their ialva- 
‘ tion. The third work is to teach them all other 
‘ things which are afterward to be learnt in the fchool 
‘ of Chrift. To contemn this orJer-i ieto renounce all 
‘ rules of order. For where can we expert to find ity 

* if not here ? I profefs my confcience is fully fatisfied 
‘ from this text, that it is onejort of faith., even faving^ 
‘ that muft go before baptifm, and the profeflion 
‘ whereof the minifter muft expeil. Of which, fee 

* what is before cited out of Calvin andPiscATOR. 

‘ That it was faving faith that was required of the 
‘ Jews, and profelled by them, (Aifts ii. 38—^42.) is 
‘ fhowed already, and is plain in the text. The Sa- 
‘ maritans believed, and had great joy, and were bap- 
‘ tized into the name of Jefus Chrijl, Acftsviii. 8, 12 
‘ I'hc condition on which the Eunuch muft be 
‘ baptized, v/as. If he believeth with all his heart j 
‘ which he profefled to do, and that was the evidence 
‘ that Philip'did expeft. Paul was baptized after true 
< converfion. Afts ix. 18. The Holy Ghojl fell on 
'the Gentiles, before ih;y were baptized; and they 

* magnified God. A<fts x. 44. And this Holy Ghoft 
‘ was the like gift as was given' to the Apoftles who 
‘ believed on the Lord; and it was accompanied with 
‘repentance unto life. A^s. xi. 17, 18. Lydias 
‘’heart was opened before Ihe was baptized, and flie 
« was one that the hfolklcz judged faithful to the Lord, 

‘ and 
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‘ and offered to them the evidence of her faith. The 
‘ example of the Jailor is very full to the refolution of 
‘ the queftion in hand— He rejoiced and believed with 

* all his houfe, and was baptized that fame hour of tht 
‘ night-^Crifpus^ the chief ruler of the fynagogue^ be- 
‘ Ueved on the Lord., with, all his haufe : and many of 
‘ the Corinthians hearing, believed and were baptized. 
‘ Here we have two proofs that ft is faving faith that 
‘ is mentioned. One, m that it is called a believing 
‘ on the Lord •, which exprefleth faving faith. An- 
‘ other, in that it is the faith which related to the doc- 
‘ trine preaclicd to them •, as is expreffed in the word 
‘ hearing: that which they heard they believed—Thofe 
‘ in A£ts the nineteenth and fifth were baptized, as be.. 
‘ lievers in fifus C/ir^^which is faving faith—^In a 

* word, / know of no 6 tTE word in Scripture that 

* giveth us the leaji intimation, that ever man was 
‘ baptized tvithout the profeffion cf a faving faith, or 
‘ that giveth the leaji encouragment to baptize any up.. 

* on another faith — 

‘ Philip [addreffing the Eunuch] is dt (rrrr.ining a 

* queftion, and giveth this in as a decifion; If thou 

* believeji with all thy heart, thou mayeji. And to 

* fay that this is but de bene effe, meaning, that it in- 

* cludcth not the negative, Otherwife thou mayeji not’, 
‘ is to make Philip to have deluded, aijjl not decided 

* or refolvedf Ufe the like liberty in expounding ail 
» other Scripture, and you’ll make it what you pleafe 

* —I conclude, that all examples of baptifm in Scrips 
‘ ture do mention only the adminijiration of it to the pro- 
*■ fejfors of faving faith: and the precepts give us no 
‘ other direHion. And I provoke Mr. Blake, asfar 
‘ as is feemly for me to do, to hame one precept 

‘ OR EXAMPLE FOR BAPTIZING ANY OTHER, AND 
‘ MAKE IT GOOD, IF HE CAN. 


‘No 



464. Principles of Padohaptifm, [Chaf. VI. 

* No one may be admitted to baptifm, who may not 

* be admitted a member of the church of Chrift. No 

* one may be admitted to be a ijiembcr of tfie church 
‘ of Chrift, without the profeffion of a faving faith, (by 

* himfelf, or parents, or pro-parents:) therefore, no 
‘ one may be addmitted to baptifm without the pro- 

* feflion of a faving faith—In A£ls the fecond, forty 
‘ firft and following’ verfes, the many thoufand that 
‘ were added to the church,^ v/ere fuch as received 

* gladly the dotftrine of faving faith and repentance— 
‘ The church is the body of Qorijl^ and none are mem- 

* bers of his body, but fuch as either are dnited to him, 
‘ and live by him, or at leaft feem to do fo—Hitherfo, 
‘ divines, have gathered from the plain texts of Scrip- 
‘ ture, that there is but one cptsirch, one faith, and one 
‘ baptifm : and that thofe that had this faith really, 

* were to be baptized, and were real members of the 
‘church ; and that thofe that prafcjfcd this faith, andfo 
‘ feemed to have it when they have it not, are vifible 
‘ members of tlie church, and are fo taken, becaufe 

* their profeffion is fenfible to us, and by that they 
*‘feem to have the thing profefled. But the opponents 

* arc fallen into a ■ new conceit, in all thele. They 
‘ feign a new Chriftian faith—a faith, that is not juf- 
‘ tifying—There was but one fort of real ferious or 
‘ fincere Chrrftians, confifting of fuch as had that real 

* Chriftian faith; and now they have faund out an- 

* other fort of them, that hold another fort of faith. 

* So have they feigned a new baptifm: for the old bap- 
‘ tifm-was for refniffioh of fm, and biirial and refurrcc- 
‘ tion with Jefus Chrift, and to engraft men into the 
‘ church which is the body of Chrift, upon the pre- 
‘ feffion of a faving faitli. But the new feigned ends 
‘ of baptifm are far different; [the principal of which 

* is, according to Dr., W., ceremonialpttrif cation, j And 

‘ they 
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* they have feigned alfb a new kind of qhurch. For 
‘ the church of Chrift's inftitution is but one 5 whicfj 
‘ is called vijible, from men’s profeffion j and invijible, 

* from the foith profefled. But they have made a 
‘ church which confiflfeth of a third fort of members r 
‘ that is, of men that neither have faving faith, nor 
‘ it J oniy have, or profefs to have, a faith 
‘ of a lower orb—^If we once admit men to baptifia 
‘—upon the profeffion of any other than juftifying 
‘ faith, wc fhall be utterlji confounded, and not be able 
‘ to give any fatisfadory defeription of that faith, and 
‘ fo never be able to prafiife our doiftrine, as being ut- 
‘ terly uncertain whom to baptize— I cannot find any 
‘ reafonable footing for a man to fix upon, if wc once 

* /orfake our prefent hold, and fay that it is a profelfion 
‘ of fomfe other faith fhort of that which jhftifieth, 

‘ which is the title to tfi^dlicraments—A real dogma- 
‘ tical faiJi cannot be the title; for then the baptizer 
‘ muft know the heart. 'I'he profeffion of a bare dog- 
‘ matical faith or afl'ent, cannot be itj for then he that 
‘ hath the faith of devih, [andj'perfecutors pf Chrift,^ 

‘ —fhould have title. Some confent therefore of the 
‘ will there muft be. But to what, if not to have 
‘ Chrift as he is ofiered, who can tell ? A confent to 
‘ be externally baptized will not ferve. A confent to 
‘ baptifm, as baptifm, comprifeth faving faith. A con- 
‘ fent to be a named Chriftian, and to live among 
‘ them, mayjbe without any profeffion qfChriftianity- 
‘ No man can tell where to fix, nor whdt we mult 
‘ confent to, to procure a title, if once we forfake the 
‘ prefent ground*.’ 

Such is the language, and fuch are the arguments, 
of Mr. Baxter, wrheh profefledly oppofing anum- 


<• D'fpulationi of Ri^ bl tv Sacrament’, p. 53—175.Lend. 1657. 

X 5 ber 
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her of particulars for which Dr. W. contends—^and 
fuch particu lars too, as are ejfential to the courfe of his 
argument I Never, furely, did Mr. Baxter give 
any opponent a more complete “fyllogiftic over- 
‘ throw*,’ than he has here done to our author re- 
fpefting a perfonal profeffion of repentance and faith, 
previous to baptifm ! If, however. Dr. W., in the 
fulnefs of his polemical might, fliould think proper 
to * take another turn with usit may be expecSt- 
ed, and is demanded, that he/not only ‘ confront,’ but 
endeavour ‘to break and rout’ this Baxterian ‘pha- 
’• lanx.’ Nor ought he to difregard the finall?r detach¬ 
ed forces of the other two members of my illuflrious 
triumvirate.—Meanwhile, I will add the atteftation'of 
my zealous opponent, Mr. Pirie : ‘Circumcifion and 
* baptifni have been adminiftred on the fame footing, 
‘ even a profession of thf'fiith of Abraham So 
widely do my oppofers diiFtr, when profefledly de¬ 
fending the fame caufe! 

Confident as our author is, that John did not re¬ 
quire a perfonal confeffion of fin from all whom he 
baptized, and alfo that hg baptized infants ; the fol¬ 
lowing extra<St from Padobaptifri Examined J will 
ihow, that various learned Paedobaptifts have been of 
a different opinion. . Riissenios, for inftance, in, 
anfwer to this objedtionj ‘John admitted no one to 
‘ baptifm, except he confelTed his offences,’replies: 
‘ His bufinefs was with adults^ that wei;p to be bap- 
‘ tized and called ,to the Chriftian church. But it 
‘does not thence follow, that the fame thing fhould 
‘ have place in re/pcdf of infiints who are already in 
‘ the church.’— -Anonymous j ‘The baptifm [of 
‘JohnJ belongs not properly to iiffants. For, fir ft, 
‘ it is a baptilin of repentance^ of which infants are not 
, V Vo(. I. 37*. \ Appendix, J V’ol. II. p. 46, 

«rf 337- . 
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‘ capable. Secondly, it is for remiffion of fins^ which 
‘ therefore imply afiual fins : whereas infants are only 
‘ guilty of original fin, and that is but one.’—TUR- 
Rettinos: ‘John admitted none to baptifm but 
‘ thofe who confeiTcd their fins; becaufc his bufinefs 
‘ was to baptize the adult.’—Dr. Whitby : * It is 
‘ not to be wondered at, that infants were not baptiz- 
‘ cd during John’s miniftry; becaufethe baptilinthen 
‘ ufed by John and Chritt’s djfciples, was only the 
‘ baptifm of rcpentanct:*and faith in the MelEah which 
‘ was for to come; of both which infants were inca- 
‘ pable.’—Mr. Burkitt: ‘John’s baptifm was the 
‘ baptifm df repentance, of which infants were inca- 
f pable.’— Thomas Lawson (a Quaker:) ‘Faith 
* and repentance were the qualifications, of fuch as 
‘ were’ admitted to John’s baptifm.’—^Now all thefe 
are ‘ unexceptionable .wiftnefles,’ and ‘ plump againll’ 
my opponent 

Having confidered the grand principles on which 
Dr. W. proceeds, when defending the right of infants 
to baptifm ; and perceiving but little in the courfe of 
his argument on particular paflages of the New Tef- 
tament, befides what is either directly anfwered, or 
implicitly obviated, partly in the preceding pages, and 
partly in the Second Volume of Padobaptifm Exam., 
ined ; I fliall, to avoid prolixity, wave a particular 
examination of what he fays on the texts produced. 

I will, howjpver, before I conclude thd Chapter, again 
prefent my reader with Dr. W.’s axiom of interpre¬ 
tation, and with one refledtion relative to the texts 
themfelTCS. The axiom is; ‘ As.nothing fhould be 
‘ confidered as an eftabliihed prim iple of faith, which 
‘ is not in fome frart of Scripture delivered with per- 
^fpicuity, fo that perfpicuity (hould be fought for 
‘ principally where the point in queftion is moft piro- 
‘ feflldly handled.’ But in which of tliofe paffages jhfo- 
2^ 6 duced 
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duced by him, either from the Old Teftament or 
the New, is Infant fprinkling moft profeffedly handled, 
prtfejfedly handled, handled at all, or even fo much as 
mntimedf His axiom, therefore, is plump zgdinit' 
his argumentation. 

My reflexion follows. The caufe of Psedobap- 
tifm feems to be very unhappily circumftanced. For 
if a paflage produced in its favour mention baptifTn, it 
fays nothing of infants *. If tp mention feed., or fonsy 
or little children, or indefinitely an individual, it fays 
nothing of baptifm f. If it mention children, in con¬ 
nexion with th^termpromife, tht'eroxAbaptizedhting 
in the context; it very untowardly falls out, that thf; 
blefling promifed is not baptifm, nor does the ternt 
children fignify infants J. If it mention firji-fruit and 
lump, root and branches', th/^lacred Writer neither 
fpe^s of baptifm, nor feems to fiave had any thought 
about it §. Or, fuppofing it mention children, and 
reprefent them as holy there is a deep filence refpeX- 
ing baptifm ||. If, therefore, Infai.t baptifm be a di¬ 
vine appointment, the predicament in which it Hands, 


as a pofitive rite, mull be quite peculiar—^fo }x;culiar, 
that it is not in the power of my opponent, with all 
his polemical Ikill, to produce a fimilar inftance.— 
'rhe acknowledged filence of Scripture, with regard to 
Infant baptifm, though pleaded by me and urged at 
largef, is almoft entirely overlooked by Dr. W. iji his 
*^full reply.’ Should he condefeend, therefore, to 
‘ take another turn’ with us,, and plant his cannons a- 
frefh i it may be juHly expedled that he will confront, 
and break, and rout the whole phalanx of rfiy argu¬ 
ments arifing from the filence of Scripture. 

• As in Matt, xxviii. 19. A.fts xvi. 15, 33. : Cor. i. to. 


f As in Gen. xvii. 7. Ezek. xvi. 2.0, 21. Matt. x’.x. 14. John 
lii. 5. J As in A£ls ii. 39. § As in Rom. xi. if . || As in 

i CM. vii. 14. f! ?!<:■: Ptcdobai‘. Exam, yof ll p. i—7c. 

CHAP- 



CHAPTER Vn. 


Infant Communion^ and Infant Baptifoy compared, 

T hat the practice of Infiflt communion is very 
ancient diat it was in former times univerfal, 
throughout what is called the Chriftian world j that it 
was continued for about fix hundred years; and that 
it is now praftifed by nearly one half of thofe who 
profefs ChrilHanity, our learned oppofers de¬ 
clare f,: nor Is it denied byDr. ,V/. It is equally 
plain, that various cmhf-vnt Fa.'dobaptiH:s in thefe parts 
of Europe have expreiftd their approbafion of Infant 
communion, and feme of them have written in it; de¬ 
fence.—-In evidence of this fafe, befidcs the authors 
mentioned in Pecdobaptifn Exttminedy I will here pro¬ 
duce the attellation of Zcrnius, who lays: ‘Wolf. 

‘ Musculus contends, that infants ought not to be 
‘ withheld from the eucharill: Hosius,and Ruar- 
DUS Tapperus, he alfo informs us,- ‘contend, that 
‘ the Lord’s fupper is necefiary for all, both litik chilm 
‘ dren and adults.’ After having told us, that Hein- 
HIQUEZ, Didacus Nunez, and Cajetan, are fa¬ 
vourable to fhe pra^bice, he produces M. F. Amicus, 
who fays; ‘ Little children are not lefs capable of nou- 

'* SPANgEMius bears the following teftimony, refpofting thf 
prafticc of it in the Second Century : ‘ Jn cceltCis Africanis 
‘ ((juanquasn obfeuriur hoc Gcculo. ’manifefrior ft-quento) Com- 
‘ raunio Euchiiriftica, reficBu Infantum, ftatim a baptifmo, AC- 
‘ GUSTiNi adhuc tempore uwlurimum rccepta.’ Hft.Rcdef, 
Cbrifl. Sccul. It. t See Padduip. Exam, Vol. II. Chap. v. 
Hift. Eucbarijl. Infant. Cap. xx-.i. § i. 

‘ rilhing 
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* idling grace, which is given by the eucharift-, than 
*of ftrengthening grace, which is given by confirma- 

* tion 

I will now lay before my render the teftimony of 
thofe impartial judges, the (fakers. Robert Bar¬ 
clay : ‘ For aught can be learned, the ufe of [Infant 
‘ communion,] and Infant baptifm, are of alike agey 
‘ though the one be laid afide both by Papifts and Pro- 

* teftants, and the otK;r, to wit, baptifm of infants, be 
‘ duck to f.’ Joseph WY^TH; ‘ If from the com- 

* million (Matt, xxviii. 19.) mull of necclEty be under- 
‘ Hood baptifm with water, and that infants mull be 
‘ underllood to be within the limits ofifj it may be 

* convenient—to fhow—^v/hy infants are not within 

* the limits of i Cor. xi. 26 j and that they mud not 
‘ communicate of bread and avine t.’—-'Phis verdidl 
of completely impartial b'rier.dc, mud be a drong pre- 
fumption in our favour. 

Refpedling Infant communion, our author fays: ‘ I 
‘rejecl [it] only as impropriety. Were [Mr. 
‘ B.] to grant as much in favour of Infant baptifm, as 
‘lam willing to grant in favour of Infant communion, 
‘ our controverly would be at an end §.* Infant com¬ 
munion, therefore, in the edimate of my opponent, is 
a trifling impropriety: far from being ofFenfive to 
God, and unwbrthy to bcthefubjedl of debate. My 
reader diould here obferve, that this is part of his in- 
troduftion tozferious contejiwhh Mr. James Peirce, 
relative to this very affair.—But if Chrid appointed 
Infant communion, it mud be our indifpenfable duty 
to regard it; or elfe his command is of no force, and 
Hands for nothing. If, on the contrary. Infant com¬ 
munion have not die fanftion of his inditution, it mud 

“ Ut fupra, Cap. xxxi. 5 i. Cap. xxxii. § 2. + At>oIogv, 

Prep. XIII. X Switciifcir the iTO. § Vol. II. 22S. 

be 
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be the invention of men, and will-worfliip; acormp- 
tion of his holy religion, and condemned by-that divine 
query. Who hath required this at your hands ? —In a 
few pages after, hotyever, when fpeaking on the fame 
fubjp( 3 :, he exprefles himfelf thus; ‘Now I fay, that 
‘ infants— ought to be baptized; but— ought not to be 

* admitted to’ particular church-membcrfbip: and, 

confequently, not made partakers at the Lord’s table. 
For he informs us, that ‘ Jefu%gave the elements [of 
‘ bread and wine] onl^o thofe who might be called 
‘ a particular churcli / fay — they ought not. Thus, 

with a tone of authority, and quite in earnefl-, he be¬ 
gins to controvert the fubjed with Mr. Peirce, Dr. 
Priestley, and the Greek Church ; even though 
It be ONLY an impropriety —an impropriety too, that 
is not ijorthy of a dehq^ ! 

Dr. W. further iijf^ms us, that ‘ the ground of 
‘ right to baptifm and the eucharift [is] the fame f.’ 
Nay, heelfewhere interrogates and anfwers thus: ‘If 
‘ infants have a right to bapti[m, what aflignable rea- 
‘ fon is there why they have not a confequential right 
‘ to church-mernberfliip ? And if they arc entitled to 
‘ the latter, wliy fliould they not be treated as other 
‘members are} efpecially as a confiderable benefit 
‘ might attend it ? As to the objedion. That the coun- 
‘ terpart to this is to admit them to th^ Lord's tahle.^ if 
‘ they do nothing to deferve cenfure —I alk, whafr is 
‘ there unregfonable or unfcriptural in* fuch an objec- 
‘ tion? Nay, further, in point of right, how can 

* the two ordinances be feparated ? Are not “ The 
fame reafons which are brought for Infant baptifm, 

“ in likemannerapplicable to Infant communion? And 
will not the oSjedions again!! the latter admit of 

* Vol. 11 . 242,'*46. + Vol. II. 242. 

“ the 
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“ the fame anfxi'r as thok- againft the former ?”—See 

* Mr. T ; i 1 i ’f , , i j's Bify in favour of the An- 

* dent i ; r <.■/ f:otn^ the Eiicharif to Children, 
‘ Nor iU' I ; :i;>.vt!iis rcafoning.can be evaded by a 
*-confijlcni Pn-rubapiju, while v/c only nttend to the 

* legal right of infants to that ordinance; but fuch ad- 

* voc-'.i 5 muft allow that many things are lawful 
‘ which are not expedient. And fiiould it i: • granted 
‘ that a Chriftian miniiccr cannot juHly deny the eti- 
‘charift to any church-member (who dees not lie un- 
‘ der its cenfure) when demanded, yet there are pru~ 

‘ dential reafons why a parent fiiould not defirc it for 
‘ infants and young children: cfpecially when we re- 
‘ fledl that though the ground of right is the liimc, the 
‘ nature anil defign of the ordinances arc different*.’ 

.—Thus alfo Mr. Pirie: ‘IC’.cry circumcifed child 
‘ had a right to eat the paflbver; but this he was not 
‘ bound to do, till arrived at a certain age—So every 
‘ baptized child has a right to eat the Lord’s fupper: 
t but—^none are bound ib keep it till capable of ’ dif- 
cerning the Lord’s body f.— The ground of right to 
baptifm and the euchurijl is the fame, Co.nfequently, 
the right kfelf muft be the fame, and equally ftrong, 
in. both cafes. But why, then, fhould the condudf of 
Dr. W. toward; infants, with regard to thofe iaftitu- 
tioqp, be fo different ? Why fhould that right be treaU 
cd as a fubftantial reafon of religious adlion, in the 
one cafe 5 but as a nonentity, in the other ? Accord¬ 
ing to my opponent, the principal ground of right con- 
fifts h\ moral qualifications. For he infifts, that‘what- 
‘ ever relates to the qualilications of the fubjedfs [re- 
‘ fpedling baptifm,] is of a nature entirely moral;’ and 
that * infants, partaking of the great primary qualifica- 

* Notetsn Morricf, p. 7S, 79. f AggeiWx,^. 179, i8c. 
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‘ tion, which the evident defign of tlie ordinance re- 
‘ quires, ought to be baptized*.’ Moral qualiiica- 
tions, theref jrc, being the jirincipal arcimJ of-righcin 
both cafes, wight, <Tn parity of re.iibn, to have an 
equal operation with reference to each ordinance. 

In refped of legal right. Infant baptifm and Inftait 
communion cannot be fcpari. tcd. Then niy opponent 
fliould remember and regard that divine maxim; Ilshat 
God hath joined together^ let nct^ian put afunder. For 
if there be any fuch ‘legal right’ as that of which Dr. 
W. fpeaks, it is no other than a claim founded in di¬ 
vine latu: «id, confequently, the connection between 
Infant baptifm, and Infant communion, mu(l be con- 
fi'dered as eftablifhed by Suiiremc authority. Who, 
then, fhall dare to feparate what God has joined? 

Our author, howeve^^ough at the expence of con- 
liftency, will not admit the praftical confequence. 
For he pleads, that things may be lawful which are not 
expedient ; and that prudential rcafons forbid a parent 
defirlng the LorcTsflipper for infants. But as tile whole 
of any one’s title to a poficivc ordinance mull originate 
in the law of that ordinance, if our Lord have invell- 
td any defeription of infants with a right to the holy 
fupper; he mull have made it the duty of their parents, 
or of their guardians, to demand it for them; the infants 
thcmfelves lying under a naturr.! incapacity of fo doing. 
As well ha^ no title at tdl to the privilege, as one 
which they cannot plead, raid which their parents arc 
tacitly forbidden to plead ibr them. Strange to think, 
that our J^urd Ihould liav'e indiilgeu infants with a legal 
right to the liicfed fupper, and that, without any for¬ 
feiture, or any fault, they lliould be abfolutcly denied 
the ordinajice on a prudential ground ! According to 


* Ktic on Morrice, i>. 63 , 69. 
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Dr. W., fomething called prudence^ not divine law, is 
to direct our conduft in regard to this affair.—Wc 
fliould be glad of information, however, what his chief 
prudential reafon is. Bp. T aylor tells us, that when 
the do<Strine of tranfubftantiation came into the Latin 
church. Infant coramuiiion was laid afide; ‘ left by 
‘ puking up the holy fymbols the facrament fhould be 
‘ diihonoured*.’ delicate reafon this ! and nearly 
allied to one that is affigned.by Quenstedius, for 
converting Infant haptifm into Infant fprinkling-\. 
Whether, in the opinion of Dr. W., infants, notwith- 
ftanding their legal right to the holy fupper, may be 
kept from the ordinance on this prudential ground, I 
cannot fay; but it feems a little furprifing, tliat pru¬ 
dential reafons of any kind Ihould counteraft the ope¬ 
ration of legal right from /car to year: becaufe, if 
there be any fuch right in the cafe, it muft be founded 
in divine inftitution. Now Dr. Owen affures us, that 
‘ what men have a right to do in the church by God’s 
‘ inftitution, that they have a command to doj:’ and 
^Mr. Charnock fays, ‘ They muft be evafions paft 

V Worthy Commun'icani, Chap. III. Se&. ii. p. 212. f Quen- 
BTEDlus infoiras us, that of this alteration there was a three¬ 
fold reafon; ‘ the tmdernejs of infants—Aiw/r, efpccially in rc- 
‘ gard to female cytcchumens—and becaufc, even in the very a6t 
‘ of baptizing, natwi curfvrn Juutn taut: ficut contigit magnis 
‘ Impp. in Oriente Constantino Copranymo cognominato, ct 
‘in Occideute.WENCEsLAO; qui cum inimerg’rentur, ofi/am 

* bul'tiJmiUm maatlarau.' Antiq. Bib.. C. IV. Sc£t. JI. Ivom. 
i. § 4.—In A Specimen of a Bifioy of Oxfordjh.re, the author 
fays; ‘ It may be remarked in general, that forts originally in- 
‘ tended for the iminerfion of the infant, ate otuuntan proportion 

* as they are capacious —It is recorded of king Ethelijred, that 
‘ at his baptifm, in nine hundred and'fever, he defiled the font— 

* On this ominous oeeafion, archbifliop Dunstan, who baptized 
‘ the royal babe, with an oath exclaimed; Fer Deum, et Matrem 
^ejus, i^navus homo, rril.’ See Mr. Robinson’s Hiji. of Bap. 
p. 4.57, 458, 459. I On EpiJUc to the Heb. Vol. III. p. 127. 

‘ underftand- 
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‘ underttaiiding, that can hold tWter againft a divine 
‘ order *.' 

Infants have a le^al title to the hcljffupper-, but for 
them to partake of it is not expedient. Prudeirtial rea- 
fons tie againd it. Can this be the language of a Pro- 
teftant DilTenting Brother ? How fimilar to that of 
Roman Catholics, refpedting a participation of the 
euchariftical cup by the laity !*for none of the Popilh 
writers deny, as far as»l have obferved, that the jreo- 
ple have a legal right to the wine, any more than to 
the bread: but, with Dr. W., they think it is not ear- 
pedient—prudential reafons lie againft it. Thus, nei¬ 
ther adults, nor infants, are permitted to enjoy what 
belongs to them by acknowledged legal rigjit! This 
is the 'more fufprifina^ in refpciSl of our author, be- 
caufe he does not, liJoerfhe Church of Rome, formally 
claim a difpenfmg power; though, on the principle 
here adopted, it be undoubtedly exercifed by him, with 
regard to infants. 

Infants have a legal right, or a right by divine law,' 
to the holy fupper. This being, by Dr. W., a de¬ 
clared fa(ft, one would have imagined that in his view 
their title muft be thoroughly good, and that in his 
praifice their place at the Lord’s uble muft be in¬ 
violably fecured. So it might feern, •indeed, to thofe 
who conlider divine law as the higheft authority, and 
a divine grant as fupremely authentic^ but my oppo¬ 
nent has 1 know not how many prudential reafons 
W'hich rife up in oppofition to legal right, and guard 
the ‘hojy altar’ againft the approach of infants. 
For though they arc fraught with moral qualifications, 
bright with relative holinefs, ajid petfedily fair with 
ceremonial purity; yet, by ibme ftrange turn or other, 

v U'eris, Vo!. II. p. 763. Firft Edit. 
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he as efFccflually keeps them at a diftance from the 
Lord’s table, as if he ‘ screwed’ this pofitivc rite 

* in the vice of bigotry.’ Thus, to fupport the cre¬ 
dit of Infant fprinkling, he places' in contrail:, and in 
conteft, divine right, and human prudence ; yet fo as 
to give an example which he approves, of prudential 
reafoas gaining the afccndency over divine authority ! 

But what would our author have faid of us, had we 
acknowledged the lega'i right of infants to baptifm, 
though W'e never adminifter that ordinance to them, 
and argued on his principles in juftilication of our 
conduct ? Nay, what would he fiy to any of his 
own people, vyere they to demand of him the facred 
fupper for theit infants ? We will fuppofe, then, that 
fome of them were to unite in addreHintr him .thus: 

• *m> 

‘ Having been taught, Sir, by ,y 5 ur own pen, that our 
‘ infants have the fame ground of right to the Lord’s 
‘ fupper, which they had to baptifm, and that this right 

* is founded in divine law; we cannot forbear defiling 
‘ that they may partake with us at the holy table. 

* We are indeed aware of your diftinttion between 
‘ what is lawful, and what is expedient-, nor arc we 
‘ infcnfiblc that you have prudential reafons againft 
‘ complying with our united requeft. But, Sir, witli 
‘ due deference j;o your charadfer as our paftor, we 
‘ cannot forbear to obierve, that as your objections re- 
‘ fpedt human neafon, and not divine tuTer/'i; pru~ 

‘ dence, and not ccnfeience-, —as you rcjedl Ififant com- 
‘ niunion under the notion of its being an impropriety, 

‘ and not ftn-, th trifling impropriety about which it 
‘ is not worth contending; and as w'e confidef it in a 
‘ very ferious light, which intefefts jour confciences 
‘ and awakens our expedtations ; we cannot but hope 
‘ for your compliance.’ 

The general principles of my opponent’s argu¬ 
ments. 
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ments, and his courfc of rcafc'ning, if they prove any 
thfng to his purpofe, infer InI’ant communion. I will 
here produce a fcjv particulnis, and leave the impar¬ 
tial read, r to judge. lie confid-. rs the following prin¬ 
ciple a-' c'^pita! piece of his logical ordnance, calls 
it a < ■ , .and introdiu:ca it with great pompoftty: 
‘ If iM.- . , ojre b'j f/etit about infints as the fubjedls 

* of b.!.;,. . or 'i.vcn kot.decisively express 
‘ AGAiKS.’ ' nv, ?%/• are to take it for granted, 
‘ that they v\\ ic h.-.ptized with their parents*.’—» 
Thus he reafons: ‘If infants arc capable of thofe 
‘ things ^.'hich are equivalent to faith and repentance, 
‘ as qualifications for tiic niofl important privilege of 
‘ falvation, th.-y are ali'o can.iblc of what are cquiva- 
‘ lent to them as qjjalif.cations for the hfs important 
‘ privilege cf baptiliix For, if the one be denied, fo 
‘ jvay tlic other; .and if the one be granted, fo ought ths 
‘other—If the fahhi affi\.d to the covenant for 
‘ confirmation of its contciifs—I would fain know by 
‘ what rule of conffruiSfion we c.m infer, that the co- 
‘ venant belongs to tlie parents and their feed in 
‘ common, while the confirmation of it [by the feals] 
‘ belongs exclufively to the fonper f ?’—If the cove¬ 
nant itfl'lf be a benefit ‘ to the perfons to wiiorn it is 
‘ diredled,—it fcjjlows that the cnifirmation of it [by 
‘ the fealsj is fo—^^Vhatever benefits and privileges 
‘ belongtd to the former Difpenfiftion, continue to 

* flow on to the prefent, if not exprefuy repealed; for 
‘ the change of a Difpenfation,fi////r^, is no adequate 
‘ caufc of their abrogation—From the preceding in- 
‘ dudlion of facred evidence in favour of children be- 
‘ ing fliarers of the feals of grace in common with 
‘ their parents, we conclude, that for the fpaee ofiovtr 


• Vol. I. »8o. t Vol. 1 .110,136. 
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thbufaiid years, that is to fay, from the creation to 
Chrift, it was a rule univerfally incumbent on pa¬ 
rents to treat their children as entitled to religious 
privileges equally with themfelves? according to their 
capacity—To hold, tliat [infants] may be given up 
to God [in prayer,] with the view of their obtain¬ 
ing the grace ot the covenant, and yet debarred from 
the means of the covenant, without any perfonal for¬ 
feiture, is abfurd—A man’s rhildren, and non-op- 
pofing domefticks, are not only to be denominated 
from his religious profcffion, as the head of the fe- 
mily, but are entitled to all the external .privileges 
of that religion, as inftituted means of grace and. 
godlinefs, according to their relpeclive capacities— 
Is it reafohable, is it fcriptural, is it confiftent with 
common fenfe, or w-as it e^^ir inftanced from the 
birth of time, that the child was juftly debarred 
from any of the parent’s privileges of which it was a 
capable fubjcdl ?—The things that are revealed^ 
particularly God’s covenant, and if the covenant, 
the feal annexed to it, belong to us and to our chil¬ 
dren for ever—'To allow that the covenant belongs^ 
or is direfted to them, [our children] is but accordijig 
to truth; and, therefore, it irrcfragably follows, the feal 
is theirs—^The fealing of baptiftn [and of the Lord’s 
/upper,'] is of the fame nature with the gofpel itfelf— 
Therefore, if the gofpel be a mercy, baptifm [and the 
Lord’s fupper] muft be fo—^If the gofpel and the means 
of grace in their bare exhibition, be any benefit to na¬ 
tions and families, they muft be fo to infants as a part 
of them; and, for the fame reafon, baptifm [and the 
holy fupper] too—As the minift'ry of reconciliation 
is a bleffing, independent of our ejiimation of it, fo Ls 
the confirming teien of that miniftry—^If the exter¬ 
nal ftanding evidences of Chriftianity be a benefit, in 

‘ their 
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‘ their bare exhibition, baptifm [and the facred fupper} 

‘ inuft be fo likewife—Whatever tends to explain 
‘ the nature and to enforce the authority of gofpel 
‘ truths, inuft be a benefit in its mere exhibition; but 
‘ this baptifin [and the Lord’s fupper do, from their] 

‘ very nature to every capable fubjedt—Whatever has 
‘ a juft claim on the grateful acknowledgments of 
‘ adults, for what they enjoyed i|t infancy, muft be a 

* benefit—But if this be«true, who fees not that bap- 
‘ tifm, [and why not the Lord’s fupper ?] fmee it is 

* God’s confirming fcal to the truth and contents of 
‘ the gofpel, is a benefit, on fuppofition that it only ex- 
‘ habits the bleffings reprefented by it ?—Does God 
‘ ever fay, Baptif/n [or the Lord’s fupper.,'] is not to 
‘ your infant children, though the promife is to them*?* 

Again: The generality of thofe texts from which 
Dr. W. argues on this occafion, having asmuch relation 
to the holy fupper, as they have to baptifm, cannot but 
equ^ly prove Infant communiop and Infant fprink- 
ling. For there is not a word, either in the paflages 
thcmfclves, or in their feveral contexts, relative to the 
one or the other. That this is the cafe with regard to 
texts produced from the Old Teftament, muft I think 
be allowed: and yet no fewer, if I miftake not, than 
twenty paftages from that part of the fad'ed Code are 
quoted by him, to prove the right qf infants to baptifm. 
Yes, Mofes and David, Ifaiah and Jeremiah, Daniel, 
Micah, and ^echariah, are all fubpoenacd to prove, 
That infents, being replete with moral qualifications, 
and fhining with relative holinefs, are completely en¬ 
titled topurffication front all their uncleamiefs ! Now 
finely every one muft admit, that whatever teftimo- 
nics evince this, whether taken from narratives, laws, 

* Vol. I. 236, 237, :4s, 149, 307. 349 - Vol. II. 195, *34, 
298, 159, 317, 
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or prophecies; will alfo prove the right of fuch purifi¬ 
ed infants to the holy fupper.—With regard to the 
New Teftament, there are nine paffages which he 
pleads *. One of them is the baptifmal ftatute; but 
it fays nothing of infants. T hree arc of the narrative 
kind, relative to the baptifin of houjcholds ; yet neither 
do they fay any thing of infants. Another is of an en- 
cour.aging nature, c.thibiting a promife-, in which, 
though children, indefinitely, arc mentioned, it fays 
nothing of baptifin. As to the remaining four, though 
children are .mentioned in one of them, and little chil¬ 
dren in another; yet, neither in the puffages them- 
felves, nor in their various contexts, is baptifm at all 
mentioned, any more titan the facred fupper. Such are 
the premifes from which our,author infers, that infants, 
abounding in mral qualificitlons and in relative holi- 
nefs, are the proper fubjciSs of ceremonial purification ; 
tliough he will not permit them, when he officiates 
at the ‘ holy altar,’ -to approach it! It is worthy of 
remark, however, tltat feveral of thofe very pafl’agcs 
are ftrenuoufiy pleaded by ihofe who either approve, 
or praflife, Infant communion, as affording concluf ve 
arguments in their favour. Schubertus informs 
us that the ^members of the Greek Church, for in- 
ftance, argue from Mark x. 14; which is parallel to 
Matt. xix. ’4t. Dr. Priestx.ey and Mr. Peirce, 
argue from I Cor. vii. 14; and the latter, from Luke 
stviii. I5> 161* 

Let us now confider the reafons of his different 
conduft, with regard to infants, in reference to bap¬ 
tifin and the Lord’s fupper. ■ Tjie principal of thefe 

* Matt, xxviii. 19. xix. 14. Afls ii. 39. xvi. is, 33. Rom. 
iv. II. xi. 16. I Cor. i. 16. vii. 14. + hflitut. fci'il. 

JPtleni. Pars If. Cap. iii. § 14. J %eQPadoUiJi. Exam. 

Vol. II. p. 448, 454, 456. 
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are, their wanting a fiffidcnt degree of relative holi- 
nefs, and their being naturally difqual'ifieA. Rcfp 'il- 
ing the former he fa.ys: ‘ Relative holinefs admits of 
*■ degrees —To be the ohjeiis of a covenant grant, as 
‘ the Gentile world at large-, as those to whom the 
‘ W'ord oflalvation \% actually fnt as the. family of a 
‘ Chriftian houfeholiler; as a baptized \y.r(on-, as an 
‘ aSittal member of a Chi illian congregaLion, ano so 
‘on, all dejiote different degmes of relative holi- 
‘ nefs. Now, wlvu bo?ii the ordinajiccs iit ([ueftion 
‘ require, as a in their refjuftlvc canJi- 

‘ dates, is that degree of relative hulinefs v.'hich is nc- 
‘ cefiiiry and fuitable to their refpedlivc nature ami de- 
‘ figns. Baptifm ftands related to the body of viublc 
‘ Chriftians at large —hut the cucliaridic rite isaivpli- 
‘ cable to ihofe only who may be deemed proper fub- 
* jedfs of a particular cljurch 

uill denote different decrees.. Mow familiar to the 
mind of my opponent is the Jewifh idea of relative ho- 
liiufs, and of what vaft impoi tsnee it is to the c.aufc of 
Infant fprinkling! Do you vvifliforconvidticntoyour 
own mind, or to convince another, that infants are 
completely proper fubjeiSs of cere.;'' ni.:! cleanfing ? 
you need only to look for the fe,.c„id, degree oti Dr. 
W.’s newly invented fcalc of relative iwliiu fs, and the 
work is done. Forin this cafe, you mull know, con¬ 
trary to all others, purity ftr pnrifcation: 

fo that if an Infant be not pure, it muit ivlt be purifi¬ 
ed. —Are you defirous of feeing I'idobep. jin deliver¬ 
ed from its embarraifing connedtion with Infant com¬ 
munion? Call yopreye on the fame adniirably graduat¬ 
ed fcale, compare the differentdegrees, and you can¬ 
not but ^vsithecdefideratum-, becaul-,for this very pur- 


Vol. ] 1 .240,241. 
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p6/^, the beautiful and accurate fcale was lately manu¬ 
factured. It is, however, the only one of the kind, a- 
daptedto theChriftian church, of w'bich I ever heard; 
fo that, in my eftimation, he dcfjrvcs the praife of a 
new invention. But, as this article has been already 
difeuffed, it lliall here be difmifled with obferving ; 
That our author aflhmcs as a pojitdatum-, what may be 
juftly ranked among his defderata. Before he fo con¬ 
fidently annex different privileges to different degrees 
of relative holinefs, it behoves him to prove that there 
is, under the Chriftian OEconomy, any fuch thing as 
that pretended fanefity. 

Baptffi is related to the body of vifihle, Chrifians, 
Nay, rather, to Chrilfians individuals', and to indi¬ 
viduals as prof'jjhtg faith in the Son of God. If thtiu 
helievejl with all thine heart, thou mayejl be baptized. 
—The eucharijlic rite is applicable to thofe-only who may 
be deemed proper fubjehis oj a particular church. That 
tlie facred fupper belongs to Chriflians, as united in 
a particular congregation, and not as detached indivi¬ 
duals, is admitted; arid that thofe only who make a 
credible profeffion of convcrfion to Jefus Chrift, fliould 
be confidered as proper fubjeCls of a Chriftian church, 
is readily granted. But from what inftance of Chrif¬ 
tian baptifm, in the New Teftament, docs our autlior 
learn, that perfons may be juftly viewed as duly qua¬ 
lified fubjecls of that ordinance, who, when baptized, 
fhould not be Seemed proper ftjbjeCfs for aparticular 
‘church,’ and for communion at. the Lord’s table ? 

He argues on the ground of natural difiualification, 
and thus he fpeaks: ‘There is neither injury nor 
‘ harfhnefe implied in—refufingtogive [inffmts] what 
‘ they are naturally unqualified to receive, and what 
{therefore, is no privilege to them But i^hat does 
.* Vol. ,11. S43- 
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he mean by naturally unqualified's' 'i'hat they are na¬ 
turally incapable of receiving, in any nicafurc, the 
bread and wine ? If fo, the hiltory of infant commu¬ 
nion, in every age fiiice the time of Cyprian, con- 
viiis him of a grof, miilakc. Befidcr, as rubbing the 
forehead of an infant with a vjct /uinfi has been 
elteemed baptifm, and muft be accounted fuch by Dr. 
W,, there being ‘a contaSiion of the peifoii and the 
‘ element;’ fo, why may^not rutibing the hr,-ad and 
wine on the lips of infants, as we are told by Sir Paul 
Ricaut the Armenians do*, be reckoned fufficient? 
For in tliis, as in the former cafe, there is an evident 
‘ contactioji’ of the perfon and the elements. 

Nor, by naturally unquislified, can he confiilcntly 
mean, their being deftitute of thofe qurJitics vvhicli 
are abfolutely nocefiai y to a legitimate reception of the 
ordinance. Bccaufc, were that the cafe, it might be 
jiiftly demanded ; What is become ofall th(d'.‘ '■moral 
‘ qualiilcations’ which rendered them cuniplettdy fit 
for baptifm, and gave them a* title to it? qualifi¬ 
cations wliich, according to Dr. W.’s defeription, 
muft be perfect. Surely, thofe moral qualifications 
with which they were borp, and on the ground of 
which they were ‘ceremonially purified,’ were nei¬ 
ther annihilated, nor dimiiiillieJ, by tlyt elHcacioua 
purifictition. For our author teaches us to confider 
the prieftly work of clcanfing an infant, as a ver^ 
great benefit.* But, for an infant to obtain’a facerdo- 
tal purification from (our author hinifrlf knows not 
what) ceremonial pollution, at the cxpencc of its /«»- 
r«/qualifications, .would be, not a benefit, but an in¬ 
jury ; not an honour, biit a difgrace. 


t 


* Pr.-fint 
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Nor yet, by naturally unqualified, can lie confiftcnt- 
ly mean, their being incapable of performing thofe 
mental operations v/hich arc fpecified intheeucharifti- 
cal ftatute, and in tlie apoftolic ‘precepts refpedlijig a 
due obfcrvancc of the ordinance. This, however, 
feems to be his meaning; becaufe in the next page 
he fays: ‘To cat the Lord’s fupper, implies the per- 
‘ fonnance of a religious duty, with the exercife of the 
‘ underftanding, judgment, apd memory, of which an 
‘infant is not capable*.’ Granted; but is it not 
evident, that an equal incapacity attends infants, with 
regard to rep;ntance, and faith, and a orofelTion of 
them previous to baptifm? For a remembrance 
Clirifl: is not more plainly required by the law of the 
Lord’s fupper, than Id'u ving is in the baptifmal ftatute. 
Nor are difeerning the Lordd body, and felf-examinn- 
tion, more clearly enjoined by Paul, w'ith reference to 
the holy fupper; than believing with all the heart is 
demanded by Philip, when under a fpecial divine di- 
redtion, relative to baptifm f.—If, then, my opponent 
think it his duty to perform the faccrdotal work of />«- 
^‘fyt^tg infants, though they have not the leaft '■exer- 

cifi of the underftanding, judgment, and memory;* 
whymay he not meet the fame infants, when approach¬ 
ing ‘ the holy ,todifeharge .another branch of his 
prieftly.fundtion ? This might more efpecially be ex- 
pedfed from Dr. W.; becaufe, according to his hypo- 
thefis, infults would not only come to ‘ the holy altar,’ 
invefted with a plenitude of moral qualifications; but 
alfo in a ftateof complete/purity. Inward¬ 
ly full of excellent moral qualities.; outwardly free 
from every fpecies of ritual pollutien ! Now, on moral 

^ Vol. II. 150. ' t Matt, xxviii. 19. Markxvi. 15, 16. 

Luke uii. 19. Atfs vlii. 36,'37. i Cor. xi. 13—t?. 

and 
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and analogical grounds, of which Dr. 'VV. is extreme¬ 
ly f-nJ, what more can he poUibly w.ant ? But, per- 
€-ivi ig thel'e grounds to be inconvciucnt in thepre- 
fciit calc, he adopts oPw conduiit, and has recourfe to 
pyitive precepts. 

To tat foe Lo'd' ^fappcr^'inpltc; the performance of a 
rehgiius duty. True, if icltrictcJ to duly qualified- 
fubji’^ls : and is r.ot repentance, iv't proj'efjh’p faith 
in the Son of (rod, pre\*ioiis to baptifin, reprefented 
in the New r..'flament as religious duties?' is it the 
duty of a Ciiriffian minillcr, (ui being rcquefled by 
duly qualified perfuns, to b.iptiz.c them, without its 
b^pig the duty of liich perfons to be baptized ? Or, 
can any adminiftrator be obliged to bapeze thefe who 
arc under no obligation fo be baptized Dr. W, ought 
not, whatever others in^y, think or liiy, to deny thisj 
becjufe he maintains, as we have abeady fecn’, that it 
is incumbent —yes, incumbent '>n every uubaptized 
perfon, in a Chiiflian coimti y, to b baptized. 

Infants have a legal right, or a rignt founded in di¬ 
vine law, to thefacredfupper-, yet are naturally. 
Uis'tgUALiFiED for it. l)ut did not our Great Law¬ 
giver appoint the qualifications, w’hen he ord.iincd the 
rite itfcJf? Or, did he inftitiite the foleinn fervice for 
thofe who are not qii.ili:ied according ft) b.is appoint¬ 
ment? Thofo, we may venture to far, and thofe on¬ 
ly, for wlionj the ordinance was intended, ca.n have a 
title to it: nor can any have ‘a le^al right,’ except 
thofe who are inclii.led in the eucharidicai ftatute. 
How, then^ is this right, or that intention, to be known, 
refpecfing individinds ;.unlcfs by tonip.aiir.g their ap¬ 
parent qualifications with thofe pufciibed in the law 
of infiiturioii, and in the apofiolx precepts concerr— 
uig it—.v.n thofe to w'hich Dr. "VV. adverts? Ho 
migh'; as well have aiFerteJ, that tile male iniants of 
Y s the 
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the ancient, unprofdytecl Gentiles, had a hgal right 
to circumcifion; though, as being the children of 
idolatrous Pagans, tiiey were unq^’.alifh'd for it. It re¬ 
mains for our autlior to prove, whenever he conde- 
ft'cnds to ‘take another turn' with u?, that God ever 
conferred on one or another a legal right to anv reli¬ 
gious ordinance o\'zfofttive kind^, for which the per- 
fon, v/hilc poficilingi that right, was naturally 
mq-uaiifh'd. His reafoning, however, proceeds on that 
idea, as if .it were a notorious and ftubborn fait. 
Whereas, qualifu'd is a relative term, and refers to 
fome rule as the ftandard by which to jUJgc. But a 
rule, in this cafe, is a divine law. Now, that any pif- 
fon fliould have a legal right, for inflance, to the holy 
flipper, while the law of that .very inftitute confiders 
him as naturally unqualified for it, is a contradic¬ 
tion. Bccaufe it is in cfFecT: faying, 'I'hat he has, by 
divine law, liberty of partaking even while that very 
law forbids him to par,take. 

My opponent, relative to Infant communion, hav- 
,ing contrafted lavjful with expedient ; fliould he again 
enter the polemical field, plant his cannons, and a <5 
the hero, in‘confronting, breaking, and routing’every 
oppofing phalanx, mull: ‘demonftrate;’ That the Eter¬ 
nal Sovereign has granted to minifters the liberty of 
withholding from infants, for a courfe of years, a poll live 
ordinance to v^iich he has given them a i egal idght. 
Or, in other words, he muft evince, that, in this cafe 
imiverfally, and in every fucceeding age of the Chrif- 
tian church, human prudenre and hwmsxi .expediency 
are to be regarded, in oppofition to divine authority^ 
as exprelfing itfelf in pofitive law. If thefc particulars, 
be not proved by Dr. W., he muft either adminifter 
the holy fupper to infants} acknowledge they have 
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not a legal title to it; or ceafo, in his own words, to 
be a ‘ confident Paidobaptill.’ 

Having, in PicdoSaptifiii Examined., produced a long 
quotation from the famous Mr. Hkmr v A fN S wouru, 
adapted to fliow howcafy it is for-a jku fon of genius 
to evade the pofitivelaws of God, if reafuiing on morab 
principles and from analogy b'_^admitted; 1 ohferved, 
that if fuch a courfe of argument be legitimate, Ains¬ 
worth’s mock, apology for Jeroboam Is unanrwerable. 
Upon which my opponent exclaims: ‘ W^hat! can- 
‘ not idolatry, that fuperlr.tivcly dcieihible moved evil, 
‘,be condemned on moral grounds ? \V’ouid this abo- 
‘’mination, thisfpiritual wlioredom, rhir root of ail evil, 
‘ be an innocent thing, then, were it nvxpo/fl'ivcly pro- 
* hib’ted ? Credai yuJeus *.’— But this exclamation, 
and thefc queries, are wide of the mark. For the 
reafening of Ainsworth, as quoted by me, n.fpecb 
thofe appointments of Jehovah, arid tht.f* only, that 
were of a pojitlvs kindj nor has it the lead regiird to 
a falfe ohjeSl of adoration, as inv eppontnt woul.i in- 
linuate. Yes, Ainsworth re/refeius Jjrobo.'.m as 
pleading his caufe thus: ‘ Fiie alteration that I liuve 
‘ made, is in matters of clrcumjlanze, thiiiirs ntevci'i cc~ 
remontal, whereof there is no exprefs^ certain, oi per- 
‘ manent law given us of God; and which .aie vur}- 
‘ as ti.ne, place, and parfon, giw occa!';'.;], and 
‘ fi'.h as p*ooJ kings have c!i;:ng..'d l-.efore me, and 
‘ have been blameLfs. Ami, hi . 1 , for the place where 
‘ (lod is to be wor.'hippeJ, which many v\ould now 
*■ have vX*Jerujalem onl/, I find the pracHce of Abra- 
‘ ham—and the ffathersfollowing, tob.; far otherwife: 
‘ — lb tills fuperflition of tyiiiir God to one place was 
‘ not hatched in their days—k is not fo material wpere 
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‘ we do worfhip, as whom we do worfliip, and with 

* ^vhat affcUion ; for (iod is near, in all times and 
‘ places, to'all that call upon him in truth—To go to 
‘ Jerufalern, it may prove perilous: furc, it is over- 
‘ much for the people that dwell afar off—May, and 
‘ ought not every prince and people to forve God in 
‘their own country? Was there any before me that 
‘ might not do it ? and^ani I more in bondage than all ? 
‘ Befides—Rtlioboam—counteth me and my people 
‘ rebtds; and' if he can get me within his dominion, he 
‘ will fiirely cut off niy head, and the heads of many 
‘more. And doth God, who drfireth mercy rather 
‘ than facrifice-, require of men thus to—en.datiger thclir 
‘ lives—only for acircumflance of place? —I'hc wor- 
‘ fliip that here we perform uufo God, is, for the fub- 
^Jhince, tile fame that h.iinf nco jimanded by Moles. 
‘ We lorve the fwne Cod ti.a; brought us up out of 

the land of l igvpi—We iiold the main article of our 
‘ MclTi.-ih to come—If Iicre it be faid, we do againft 
‘ GoJ, in making thefe golden figures, becaufe he for- 
‘ bidd .’th graven images to be rhade; the anfwer is 
‘ eafy. God’s meaning is, not to forbid all images 
‘ fimply; but onlyfA/f, that have divine worlliip done 
‘ unto then:—Yet fome—think, that I give the ho- 
‘ nour to them, that is due to the eternal and blcifled 
‘ God himfelfi-But, were 1 fo minded, I fhould be 

* indeed more brutifh than a calf myfelf—Matters of 
‘ falthi and doftrines fundamental —may in no wife be 
‘ corrupted ; but ceremonies are variable, and circum- 
‘ jiames may be ciianged upon every .juft dccallon*’ 
>1—and fo on. 

That Jeroboam is charged with idolatry, is a faft; 
but, from thefe outlines of Ainsworth’s mock apo- 


* See Peedubap. Exam. p. 46S—47z. Or Vol. II. p-sii —<26. 
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logy for him, the reader may dearly pert'eivc, that the 
defence rcfpcfls thofc particulars only which were of 
merely pofithe appointment— circumjlantial matters, 
that were variable, ?mJ might be varied, the apologift 
fays, on ‘every juft occafion.’ 'J'he quotation there¬ 
fore was JireiitJy to my puriwfe; and, in a particular 
manner fo, with reference to Dr. W, v.ho pleads, that 
Iprin'.ling, pt;uring, and imuLei fion, arc cin um/hmees 
ofhapiifmai adminiftrafion; and that either one or an¬ 
other of tliofe adions mav be petformcti, according to 
the circuw/lanci’s of an adminiflrator, oi*of a c.andiciate. 
—My opppnont, 1 perceive, poiiefl'es no fmall (hare 
that‘confunim:!te prudence’ which he aferibes tons. 
He, therefore, both in this, and in a multitude of 
other cafes, very ‘ tcndcrl v touches’ what he* could not 
anfwer; even though Jic boaft of having given ‘ a 
^•full reply’ to my book. 

I /hall, to avoid prolixity, conclude this Ch.r.pter 
with the following extract from a zealous anonymous 
Pxdobaptift, who avows himfclf a cordial friend ro 
Infuit commimion; and who, [teihap;, rnay teach our 
author com'iftency, refpeCting that aft'air. I'luir, tlu i:, 
theanonymou- writer; ‘ Infants were admired in the 
‘primitive cliurch to the Lord’s fupperj but in lut- 
‘ er times liuve been excluded by uic spirit of i’ jpeiy, 

‘ and ftill continue to be fo in Reformed churches^. 

‘ without qjiy fufficient rcafoti. Suprt ftition, as it is 
‘a weakiief', is the only excafe for them. Their 
‘ pradice in general, in their adn'.iftions to commu- 
* nion, is a proof that ^they lean .towards tranfub- 
*■ fta:itiatioii; though .in words they (ieny it. Every 
‘ foul, according fi< their r.umber, in every family of 
‘ the Jev/s, ate cl' the paftbver, or pafchal lamb. See. 
*'Exod, xii. 4*.’ 

* Ei'fii Anfivi) st'l E'.gbi St^eria, p. 5. 
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On the Utifi'y and Importance nf as rcpre-- 

fentec^liy Dr. IV. 

< 

T hat ChriHian baptifin is both ufaful and im— 
portr.ii;,' . urc is no rcafon to doubt; but I 
have long furpectcd that, from the time of Cyprian- 
to the prefcnt a:;e, P;cdobaptifis have almoft univciY 
folly afciibed a degree of utility and of iu\poi tance tor 
the appointment, which divine Revelation docs not 
warrant, rofpetSling any defcription of fubjc£ls, or any 
mode of adminiftration, whateveV*^. It feem;-, indeed, 
as if fcarcely any author could take up iiis pen to vin¬ 
dicate Infant fprinkling>v/ithout attributing more con-, 
fequcnce to th.it ceremeny, than th" Apoftks do to 
primitive baptifin. i'vui-i an imputation of this kind,, 
my opponent himhif is not completely free. No; 
whether you Cf'n.hder the idea of prrjik^c, or that of 
duty., as connecLcd with baptifm, the reprefentation. 
which he has given is not, I think, to be juftified; as. 
the following particulars perhaps may Ihow. 

The idea is, by him, conncdled with, 

baptifm, in a great variety of ways. It is vdry llrongly 
included, for inllance, in thofe numerous 
chambers which he gives of the ordinance. Baptifm 
is by him denominated, ‘ The right [rite] of a regu- 
lar cntrance-into [Chrift’s] family apd fervice—The. 
••Chriftian purification—The profelyting ordinance 
^.,-The cieanfing rite—A cqnlirinatiQn of the tefta- 

*,Sce Fitcbl>aj>.£A’am. Vol. II. p. ii&— j6i. 

‘ ‘mentarje 
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t ,ri — ■ h(_' ri:; of iL'Jmiffiou into thi iini- 

‘ vcr* / -.T. ■) - in oriin.incc- of ('■•■liciition— A fcal 

‘ !'t ‘'i : 1 i)i-oniifj—A I'onfinr.iiig token of initia- 

‘ t) ' It. il- It ffato ivh 'rein we nniv f.tv, Thi Lord is 
‘ out !/ /, anJii':- nr.’ i::s p,’:.p!r —'.Jod’s confirminj 
‘!'il 10 the trut/i :’ kI contents of the —I'lic 
‘ badge ofonr It';!: r ligioii—The f';;i which authent',- 
‘ c.r.V.tth.'.if ivat; nj cxliibitjjdin the lrav 't:ly charter,] 
‘ in the ninif unri.jwvocal —'flic irond fiiil oi 

‘heaven—”h' i.;;litut''J ['cn.;! the tcinple of 
‘•means—"'' m; f,ni [of] t/)e dk>':r '■ '/•' r '*'—jml ft) 
on.— By dais rcprtlentiuit.'ii one is ltd to fiifpecf, th.it 
there woithl have been but little rci.f'n to cri'dit the 
doctrines of divine gi'acc, or to rr/r ( n hje premifesof 
heavenly incrcv, h.*.! it not been for b.'iptifin ; 
the ‘ Chriftian purjlication,’ or ‘ tire cijinifing rite 1’ 
For that, according to our .author, a:.'- 

TfiENTiCATES the v.’hole ! Ofliitf' fdnps he fpea'-.s 
with as much fn-cj-.irncy, f.miili.irity, a.-.d c-'nFi'.hnci;, 
as if they had been wriit'-a in tin; New’IVft.ini'ent 
with a fun-bcam ; or as if tliey had been iiai/erfdly 
taken for granted. Yet v. here, I Je.;.. .]- 
in that facred Volume, do-es he fi.'td l.is aliirtions 
verified ? 

I'he privileges and hor.anrs conferred on baptized 
aerfons, as fuch, arc, according to him, greatly diver- 
fified. Such perfons, for inflance, whether adults or 
nflints, bear a nnv and an exalted charta’ier. His 
anguage is; ‘ Am I a baptized peifon ?—tie [GodJ 
hath put his own naffie upon me: and i)is language, 
in efFedi, is', / will be th V Gai, th V Father^ th y 
everlajiing portion —This i.nvaluable blefling [of faU 
vation] is directed to me by name, ever llnce 1 have 

• V(!. i. 136, ait, s 5 ;, zS I, 342, 367, 4CI. Vcl. II. 142, 
tj, *59, 286, 3Zj, 321., 330, 341. 
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‘ borne the name of my Saviour^ received at my bap- 
‘ tifm—Have I from a child borne the name of Chriji ? 

‘ Is not this a great hojiour f—Baptized ones [are} 

‘ Chrijliam innapie and calling*’' 

They flani in a variety of the moft important and 
honourable relations. Thus he fpeaks: ‘ The holy 
‘ Gotl, is tile God of thy infancy j th^oly SaViour, is 
‘ the Saviour of thy infancy; tire Imly church, is the 

* houfe of thy infancy; ihe holy ?ngels, are the guards 
‘ of thy infancy; and thy holy baptifm was a folcmn 

* and exprefs entrance on all thefe holy relations and 

* coniiciflions—Excellent are the following, [words} 

‘ of Mr. Henry — Be thankful that you [a Cbriftian , 

* parent] have a child admitied,fro7nits birth, into the 
‘ bofom of the church, and UNDjER THE WING OF 
‘ THE DIVINE ivIaJESTY f 

They arc entitled to the means of grace. Mr. James 
Peirce, when defending Infant communion, having 
afkcd ; To what fugle privilege in the church are bap¬ 
tized infants admitted? ' Dr. W. anfwers, ‘ In the 
‘ words of Paul, Much every way, chiefly, becauft 
‘ that unto them are comtnitted the oracles of God— 
'Theprornife is theirs; and, in covenant right, every 
‘ PRIVILEGE thereunto belonging, of which they are 
‘ capable and fuitable fubjedfs—If the gcfpel be a 
‘ privilege to fallen man, its diredlion [by baptifm] 

‘ to ME IN PARTfcuLAR,yfj;n//, fealcd,zviA ^elivered^ 

‘ inuft be a moil: fmgular bkffing—^Our children, as 
the children of the covenant and baptized, have a 
^peculiar right to tlie means of converflon. To il- 
‘ luftrate and confirm this point, kt [itj'be confider- 
‘ ed, [That] the oracles of God werd committed to 
‘theJews,and this upon the account of circumcifion 

’* Vol. II. iC'8,.i 69, 274, 307, 33J, f Vol. II. 309, 313. 

\ •-They. 
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‘ —Tkty OWED THEIR BiSLE to circtmcpott — Our 
‘ infants, therefore, being, according to our prin- 

* ciples, in covenant with God, are entitled to the 
‘ Bible, and alL the contents thereof — 
‘ The minijiers^ the difpenfers of this word, arc, upon 
‘ the account of church-memberfhip, theirs, with all 
‘ their gifts, graces, and labours—Perfons, therefore, 
‘ [that are not] members of ifie church, lye common 

with the reft of the world, _/^«r out of this enclofure 
‘ —[and] can claim no covenant right or title to any 
‘ fpiriiual advantage from them—But our children. 
‘ even from infancy, by our principles, are entitled by 
‘,a covenant right to all thofe precious emoluments 
^ which accrue therefrom 

All fpiritual blcjjin^s are fealed to them. ‘ Was I 

* baptized in infancy frrWas I pointed out by namCy. 
‘ while an infant, as an intended fervant of the King 
‘ of glory?—Was I then, fo betimes, called to holi- 
‘ nefs ?—Was I, when an hf^jp^fs iiifmt, guilty and 
‘ polluted, ADOPTED iy my heavenly Father, to the 
‘ intent that fin might not have dominion over me ? 
‘ —is there any propriety in the fiippofition—^[that] 
‘ becaufe infants have not a'ftual faith, •flierefi).--,- their 
*■ jt:,'iification cannot be [by baptifo j fealed?—Was 
‘I baptized in infancy?—H.iw higlfly have I been. 
‘ honoured, how great!/ benefited ? ^For from that 
‘early peri^l has the pardon of Im, free jdlvation,. 

* eternal life, with every n.-ov covenant btejjing, been 
^fealed to mf— Am i a baptized perfon ? Then to 

.* ME is l^flJ forth the rt’dpjio)! of all my fan —Am I 

* placed in his church-by buptifm ?—Lnai to me are 
‘ the following words directed— Thou hujlmade me to 

? Vol. II. Z55,156, ZS3, 314, 315. 
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*'Jh've with thy ftm^ thou hafl wearied me with thine 

* iniquities. I, (O wonciert;i! retaliation!) even I 
*'am he who bktteth cut TfiY tranfgrefjions for mine 
•• (nun fakoy and will not rememlrr thy fun —Let me 

* the covenant'privileges of inHints as truly isn- 
^ portent, and their baptifmnl dedication (o God, wl o 

‘ condefconds to be fralin-r to them his deed of 

^gifty a folenin fervicc'* —The all- ‘uUlcicnt (joJ, (iiow 
‘ {hall I exprefs rr',f lf ?) JEIlO v AH crvr.s iifm- 
‘ SELF TO MIC. Aftonifhing conv vnrice ! I will be 
‘thy Cjod, fiys he ! He ronfirm;- it v.'ith his oat by 
‘and ratifies it with his fal —If it be not a' truth, that 
‘ I flt <7 baptized perfon am privileged '.vidi this co 

* nant grant, I will be riiY God ;thc c I may (juellion 
‘ whether the fmi ever flonne upon Brit i 'n on afummer’s 
*' day —-Baptifm feals the p rt.r.iife of God’s 'oeing to 

* ME a Gody fays Mr. Hemr y, and that is greatly en- 
‘couraging; but Infant baptifn encrcafeth tlie cn- 

* couragement, as it assures me cf God's being the 

* God ofmyfathersy and the God of my infancy —Am f 
‘ a baptized perfon ?—Are the blellings fe. led by b.ip- 
‘ tifm, great, glorious, infinite, eternal reuiities ? 'Hie 
‘ love cf the r ather, the atonement and grace of tlie 
‘ Son, the influences and Lllovvfhip of the Spirit 

‘ Prefent peace'and future glory ? Prefent pardon and' 
*"evcrla{l;ing life ? Then, Irave I given thofe blellings 
♦'held forth in the promife, zxA fealed to me by bap^ 

* tifm, a fuitable reception ?—Lord, didft thou find' 

‘-me out,-^aufe thine exceeding great and precious 
‘ promife of mercy, forgivenefs and ri^hteoufnefs, thy 
*• good Spirit and eternal life, to teroninate cn my in- 
*>-fancy thou confer a legal rift to thofe' 

* fpiritual and everlafting bleflTings, by a deed of gifty 
^ PlRECTEDi SJCNED, SEALEB, and mUY&B-ZD to 

‘•ME, 
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‘ ME, for my ufa and fervice,. when I deferved na 
‘ pity * ?’ 

The utility of Ih^ant haptifm is greatly fuperior t» 
that of adult baptf/n. ‘ Were I baptized but this 

* day, there would be an encouraging ground of faith, 

‘ that the promife is unto fegnedy fcnlcd, and de- 
‘ livercd-, but wlten I conflder that this foundation of- 
‘-faith, the exhibited promife. has been laid, and ap~ 

*■ propriated for my «/•, in ijifancy } that the charter 
‘ of conveyance has been inconteftibly.fcalcd, almoft 
‘ as foon as I came into exigence,, it is a fuperadded' 
‘ encouragement—I'he nature of the gofpel.gnmt is 
^ fuch, that the longer it Jiands as a matter of record^ 
' in favour of the [xirty baptized, theJironger and more 
‘ indubitable becomes,his title to the things granted; 

* wherefore,, the consideration c f. my being baptized 
‘ in my infancy, is a circumftance of encouragement 
‘ to faith—The encouragement to faith.is abundant 
‘ every momentj.to a returnirijr finner,—but it is more. 
‘ abundant in proportion to the early elate when the 
‘ title was figned and fealed—^Infant baptifm has the 
‘ advantage, over adult baptifm, in promoting repent -. 
‘ r/wr, or godly forrow for fin i.’ 

Infant baptifm is a very great benefit. ‘ If to be 
‘ dedicated to God in baptifm when ah infant, was not 
‘ a privilege, what was ?—When my ungrateful heart 
‘ is ready tp fay, What profit is there in Infant hap- 
‘ tifm? Let it again refleift; what profit is there in 
‘ adult baptifm which is not more than counterbalanced 
‘ by the former ?—I wjs [when baptized] added to 
‘ the church—\ waS then conjlituted a viftble member 
‘ of Chrijl —^I wd's then put in the way I jhould go— ■ 
‘ 1 was then vifibly ingraftedinto Chri/t—Avc not thefe- 

• Vol.. II. 3C.7, 308. Vol. I. i6q. Vol. II. 199,172, 27^, 
339 . 285, 295, 275, 296. t Vol- ll- i 94 i 2951 * 9 ®. 30 >-. 
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* high privileges ?—This time of my espousals, was 
‘ indeed a time of unmerited,, unfolicited love. From 
‘ a ftate of dijlance I was brought near. From a 
*Jiranger I was made a fellmju-citi'zen with thefaints-^ 

* and of the houfehold of God 

He further teaches, that baptifm :s the fource of nu~ 
onerous and very important duties. For thus he fpeaks; 

‘ FromlChriftian baptifm results the obligation [to)' 

* —repentance—to deftroy the^)ody of fin—of new- 
‘ nefs of life, and heavenly mindednefs—of an inviola- 

* ble attachment to Chrift—of filling up the place of 
‘ departed Chrifiians—of waiting for the promife of 
‘ the Spirit—of an abfolute devotednefs to the grace*' 
‘ and fovereign will of God, Father, Son, and Holy 
‘ Gholl t.’—My reader is defired carefully to obferve, 
that our author exprcfsly rcprefcnts the obligation to 
all thefe duties as resulting from a participation 
of baptifm: fo that no one is under any obligation of 
this kind, if not baptized •! Of fuch a fyftem of pri¬ 
vileges, of honouf% and of duties,, as refuking merely 
from a ‘ clcanfing rite ’—i ‘ ceremonial purification,’ 

I never before heard! Yet this is Dr. W.’s opinion t 
_In comparifoii with our author’s noble and en¬ 
larged view of blplEings conferred on infants through 
their ‘ceremonial purification;' how jejune and mean 
is Hooker’s reprefentation of baptized ‘ infants, as 

‘ being in degree of their ghofly %otion fo¬ 

rwards the a'luc'J habit of faithX'.’ Nay, were vre,, 
with Di. Good ,v IN and others, to conuder baptifm, 
when conferred on infants,, under the .no’iofl of an 
ea.tmark.; or, with Mr. PiRiE, under that of a 
mark in the forehead ; it would by no means 

* ■Vol. IT. too, 301. -t-Yol. X. J 3 i»—i 3 ii* % Eccle -- 

JSaJlicai Poliij, B. Y. § 64» ^ equal 
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equal our author’s view of the honours and h.appinefe 

refultin^ from it. 

Of th-fe very extraordinary particulars let us nowtake 
a fhort review, ancf make a few ftridfures upon tiiein. 
Be it obfervcci, then, that my opponent here fpeaks of 
perfons, wh.ther converted or unconverted, whether 
adults or infants, merely or iaptized. Now, to all fuch 
he aferibes the honouiable tb^racfer of Christians 
in nnme arJ. cnlling. •Beiiij; ChriiUans, not only in 
but alll) in callbig^ it m.iy bo .d'tlii.t they 

are (Al r. iien.;raicd.—So.ne time ago I was a little fur- 
pi ifeJ to iVid my opponent fo much ‘ enamoured’ with 
lidr. Johnson’s conduct in expiaini.:g tlieterm baptixsy 
by the word cbrijlcrf. but now i p. rceive he conlidcrs 
bath iiifrnts and adults as mnde Ch.'flians-, ‘in name 
* and calling,’ when tfaay r.re ‘ cc'cmonially [iutified.* 

He e.fci ibes to baptized perfcris t’nc moft interfiling 
reliitiom, 'I'hey are n,finbcri of the vifibU thurcl— 
vifibli members of y-'.hrijl—viJfUy engrafted into Chrijl 
—efporxfedto Chriji—and a/'optiv/by the^^ivine Father. 
Surely, theti, it may be conclud' d, that none of them 
are the children of wrath-, that not,an individual ateong 
tliem is an enemy to God; and that are all called 
out of the -world. 

He confiders them as inverted wiflr peculiar claims. 
They are entitled to ufe the Bible., and ail the means of 
grace of which tlicy arc capable. Nay, -they are war¬ 
ranted, with appropriation and confidence, to {ey\The 
Lord is OUR God, and -we are his people. It may 
the.’'efore be concluded,that no unhapti-z,ed perfon has 
any title to read his Bible. No; a perfon muft be pu¬ 
rified from his unclcannefr, by Ibme priert or other, 
before hepoflefs a legal claim to the ufc of that facred 
Volume, or to feck advantage from any of its con¬ 
tents ! For any one to read the Bible, while in his 

unpurified 
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nnpurijied ftate, feems in the eye of Dr. W. to be very 
much like the conduit of a Jew eating his common 
meals with unwajhed hands, in the cftimate of an an¬ 
cient Pharifee. Nay, according to this new doitrintv 
there is reafon for painful fufpicion, whether any have 
a legal title to pray, to fing the praifes of God, or ta 
hear the gofpel, previous to their having received ‘ the 
* cleanfing rite.’ Bur, ro fooner has a prieft fprinklcd 
the water of purification upoh them; or, in other 
words, no fo»mer have their perfons ‘ a contaition’ 
with the purifying clement; than with confidence they 
may lift up their eyes to heaven and fey; Ihe Lord h 
OUR Gody and we are his peopled 

To all thofe who have received the prieftly purifica¬ 
tion, Dr. W. aferibes privikgei and benefits in abun¬ 
dance. To them, be afl'ures as-, the blcjfings of fialva- 
tion are direSied by name— lliey are adopted by the 
Divine Father—To each of them God fpeaks and 
feys; ly even I am he t^at blotteth out thy tranfigrefi- 
fibnSy and will not remember thy fims — Pardon of fin 
and juftification are fiealed to them—Jllfpiritualblefi- 
ings are fealed to them—Jehovah feys to each of them, 
/ will be TH ^- God , THY Father, and thy cverlajlin^ 
portion —To every baptized perfon, the all-fufficient 
God, even JehIivah, gives himfelf. I will be thy 
God, feys he; confirms it with an oath, and ratifies it 
with his fcal. hJay, if it he not a truth tha% aperfion AS 
baptized, is privileged vjith Jehovah being to him a 
God, it may be quejiioned whether the fiun has ever yet 
Jhone upon Britain. It muft, therefore,, be equaliy 
certain, either that every baptized perfon fliall be fi¬ 
nally feved; or that the doTiine of peifevcrance in 
grace to glory is a fiilion. For, in the New Cove¬ 
nant, Jehovah engages to pardon the fins'and renew 
the hearts of all thofe to whom he is a God, and whom 

• he 
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he acknowledges as h'n people*. Nay, an Apoftle in¬ 
forms us, when fpcaking of the ancient patriarchs, that 
Jehovah \jrouId have been ajhamed to avow liimfclf 
their Gody and thefr portion, as he did, if lie had not 
prepared for them a cclcftial r/Vyf. Becaufo, as Dr. 
Doddridge on the jJace obferves; ‘ if he had done 
‘ nothing more for them than he did here on earth, it 

* would have been beneath his dignity to have iirofefT- 
‘ ed tliat relation; as jhe title naturally imports fome- 

* thing p-eai and excellent, far beyond ^hat thefe pa- 
‘ triarchs received, and indeed what any can pojjibly 
‘ receive yi this mortal ftate.’ 

Arc you defirous of knowing, by what kind of 
'legal injlrument all thefe lionours, privijeges, and 
blelTings are conferred on the happy fubjedfs of cere¬ 
monial purification ? Dr.. W. exprefsly informs us, 
that it is by a Deed of Gift.— Should a trouble- 
fome doubr, refpedling the divine authenticity of this 
grant, arife in tlie mind of any perfon that has been, 
purged from his impurity, bj' being brought into ‘ a 
‘ ftate of wetnefs my opponent has kindly made pro- 
vifion for its removal. I'his deed of gift, he afl'ures. 
us,.is DIRECTED, SIGNED, SEALEDjjpl DEtJVERJID 
to each happy fubjedt of ‘ ceremonial purification by 
‘ water.’ So that the whole of this,trai)faction takes 
place in due form of law. Nor is any thing nccefl’ary, 
a« he elfewhere informs us,, to the ac>u;d noifeiTion of 
this divine patent of fpiritual [irivileges, even in pro¬ 
fligate adults, bcfides a willingnef to accept ‘ the 
‘ cleanfmg rite.’ Nay, to render that acceptance as 
eafy and*pleafont as jioflible, our author informs us,, 
that a candidate* for thefe prerogatives^ emoluments, 
and immunities, has the mode of purification entirely: 
at his option. 

* Hcb. viii. 8—13. Jer. xxxi. 31—34. f Htb. xi. 16. 

Such 
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Such are the charafler and ftate, the honour and 
happiiiifs, of baptized perfons iii general! but, as to 
thofc that were purified in their mfancy.^ t^eir privi¬ 
leges are manifellly fuperior. Fcr, Infant baptifin 
aflur. s it) -' iliat Jehovah was the Gixi of my fathers, 
no Icfs than that he is mine; and tlience I may fafely 
conclude upon the fir.jl happinefs of my anceftors.— 
Infant baptifin attoras a ^hanger foundation for faith. 
Becaufe ‘ the nature of the gofpc! grant is ftich, that 
‘ the longer it ftands u n.-arter of r.'cord,’ in a parilh 
regifter, • in favour of the party baptized; the Jironger 
* and more induDitable becomes his title to t^c things 
granted.’ Whence it is clear as demonftration itfclf, 
on our author’s principles, chat Ifaac, for inftancc,had. 
a much ‘ftronger and more indubitafaic title’ to the 
bleflings promifed by a graciou.s God, than his.father 
Abraham had: the fonntr being circumcifcd foon after 
his bitth ; but the Litter when he was an old man. It 
is equally evident, that my opponent and all his child¬ 
ren, have a ‘ sTRONGEK.’'«r i:/ more indubitable' title to 
the bledmgs granted, thair any of the primitive Gen¬ 
tile converts had. Becauie none can fappofe that 
they received tiy*. ‘ ChrifUan purification’ in their in¬ 
fancy ; which, I prefume, was the cafe with Dr. W. 
and his offspring.!—^But, were our author uniformly 
to aiSl upon this principle, he would never willingly 
poftponc the purification of an infant until it was eight 
days or a mouth old. No; ifpolfible, he would per¬ 
form the prieftly rite immediately after its birth; left 
procraftination fhouki enfeeble its title to numerous 
bleflings of the moft important kind. 

Befidcs, for any one of mature age to refleift on 
that purification which a prieri^, at the requeft of his 
parents, performed upon him while ineapable of moral 
agency, is much more likely to excite and promote re¬ 
pentance 
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pentance for fa j thuri k limi!a\ (i.'jjree of rcff.’ftion, 
and for the fame purpo c, in o;;i- 'nat w;s baptired at 
his own dcfire, upon a Iblemn p:orjiu'ju of ivpani. nce 
and faith. For wto can be ignorant, that a prn,! tical 
departure from the import of a religious rite, that v.'as 
performed upon us without our cenfeut^ and even 
without our knowledge’, is much more likely to afTefl 
the confcience, and flafti cmwiction, t.han rcflciifing 
upon an equal degree, of dif^jcdience relative to the 
fame pofitive iuftitute, after becoming the fuhjccfs of 
it at our own requell, as a branch of ind'fpi'iilihle 
duty to jefus Chriil *? To doubt, here, is to qutftion 
tile truth of our author’s demonftrations. 

* Dr. W. fpcaks in a limilar, though not in fo ftrong 
a manner, wheti comparing the circumcilion of in¬ 
fants, with that of adults, under the former Difpenfa- 
tion. Conftrained, Jiowcver, by the force of truth 
and the diiSfatcs of common f.nfe, he makes the fol¬ 
lowing conceffions. ‘ It is true, there were, in the 
‘ [ciicumciuon of adults,] {ome advantageous circwm- 

* ftanccs. The adult had an opportunity of tejiifying 
‘ his affent, belief, and fubinillion. He had the W- 
‘ vantage of devout preparation, by jusiyer and falling. 
‘ And on the foJemn occafion of performing the duty, 
f he was capable of reflecting on its nature-, dejtgn and 
‘ obligations. And, in fhort, all his life alter he could 
‘ [do] no Icfs than recollcit his peiIsonal engage- 
‘ mentsd He, however, immediately adds: ‘ But 
‘ thefe circumllances of partial advantage, were more 
‘ than counterbalanced bjf others app.ertaining to infants. 
‘ The latter, for inlltyrce, had the important privilege 
‘ of being much longer (their age being equal) vihbly 
‘ related to God and his people.’—But whatever might 

*■ See I’^rdAaj’. Exam. Vul. II. p. 149—157. 

be 



5®* 'On the Utility and [Chap. VIII, 

be the privilege which they poffefled, llieir circumci- 
fion was exprefsly appointed by Jehovah. Bcfidcs, 
their vifible relation to God and his people, could not 
have the leaft influence upon their hearts, while inca¬ 
pable of moral agency.—He proceeds: * From infan- 
‘ cy, [they] had a legal right to all the other church 
‘privileges as they grew capable.’ True: nor had 
the male pofterity of Abraham a legal right to fecular 
privileges—no, nor even to th/; continuance of life 
itfelf, without being circumcifed*. But from what 
part of the New Teftament does it appear, that a le¬ 
gal claim to any natural or civil enjoyment depends 
on our being baptized ? Or, to what branch of holy 
worlhip, except the Lord’s fupper, is an unbaptized 
perfon deftituie of a legal right, which might be fup- 
plied merely by his being baptized ? Butj in order to 
fupport Infant fprinkling, it is judged neccilary by Dr. 
W. to place Chriftian baptifm on the fame foundation 
with Jewiih circumcifion, refpedling the conveyance 
of legal right; although there is but one particular in 
which it anfwerr, and that is the flicred fupper.—Our 
author ftill proceeds : ‘ Initiatory rites, from their 
‘ very nature^diT/ designed to inf.uence every fubfe- 
‘ quent moment of life., as well as the time of celebra- 
‘ tion t*’ how does tliis apply to the circumci<» 

fion of infants ? His argument is manifeftly guilty of 
Felo defe. Foi* it is plain that, without a miracle, the 
moments of a new-born infant’s life cannot, by bap¬ 
tifm, be influenced in a moral fenfe, either at the hour 
of adminiftration, or for a courfe of time afterward: 
and, therefore, the inftitute unde.r our notice was not 
defigned for infants. 

* Gen. xvli. 14. t *64, 26^. Compare p. 291, 

452. 
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Once more; Biiptifm, it fectns, is a fruitful fiirce 
of duties, as well as of benefits. Yes, according to 
Dr. V/., infants when purified are er/Z/'v/ta holinefs : 
and he fur.-er teaches, that ‘ fiom Chriftian baptilin 
rcftihs’ —net arguments, metives, inducements, but 
'— '■the or.i.iCA i';. N' to jr-pentance,’ and ib on. 
Whereas, al! i.cbaptized p.rfoi.s; whatever they may 
know of divi;;-, i n'h, experience of divine grace, or 
pofl’efs, with reg. r I to hollnefswnd comfort j lie com¬ 
mon zvltb the rejl of life world, it feems, indeed, on 
the paradoxical principle here oppofed,* that as th^ 
are delfituts of.', le^al title to read the Bible; fo they 
arc free from any obligation to repent, or to mortify 
their depraved inclia.’tions ; to love God, or to per¬ 
form his precepts : and all this for want of ‘ the clean- 
‘fing rite !’ it is kintl»of him, however, ashc will not 
allow facm a legal rigks to read their Bible, that he 
virtually denies their being under a legal obligation 
to perform a variety of its moral precepts. 

My opponent, I rcmeiiibcr,w)n a certain occaflon 
fays; ‘ Water 'baptif.n is very well in its place 
Very well'! Dr. W., I prefume, forgets himfelf; or 
clfe he would fcarcely have ufed fuch feeble expref- 
fions. For, if the pofitions under 5 ?fflldcration be 
juft, hardly any thing pertaiiiing, either to a Chrif- 
tian charadber, or to the worftiip of God, can be well 
without it. The Jews, he tells us fropi Dr. Ford, 
owedths Okd Teftament to circumcifian.' But if fo, 
what more natural than to conclude, that 'Jhriftians 
aw the New Teftament to tht\v bapufm? Confe- 
Hjuently, an unbaptized perfon cannot have a legal ti¬ 
tle to perufe, eitherJhe Evangelifts, or the Apoftles.— 
Very well in its PtACE. Yes, and a very impor- 

* Vol. il. 2sS. 

tant 
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tant place it-has. For that place^ if my opponent be 
right, precedes repentance, faith, regeneration, and re¬ 
ligious inftruction. Nay, it precedes every legal claim 
to the Bible itfelf: fo that a peribiij inuft be baptized, 
before he can legally read, in order to underftand, 
even the law of baptifm ! Whether this come under 
the notion oi '•ferewing the initiating rite in the vice 

* of bigotry or wiiether it fli.iuld be denominated, 
'tbefirjihorn of ahfurdities^ I le.yve the reader to judge. 

-—In oppofitipn to this,however, our author incident¬ 
ally drops a cheering word, when he feys: ‘ As a fin- 
‘ ner does the promife regard me} under that charadter 

* it addre'fies me*.’ Asa ftnner. Then, certainly, 

not as a baptized if the prom\k regard 

me— addrefs me, under the charadicr cf a ftnner ; then, 
furely, I muft have a legal title to read that promife, 
as it ftands in the fjicred V oluint, detached from 
every idea of my having been baptized. 

Were the dodtrine of my opponent, relative to this 
unparalleled utility of a ‘ceremonial purification’ true; 
it might, in one view, be juftly wondered, that he 
fliould exprefs his complaints and furpnfe in the fol¬ 
lowing wordSt"' How many baptized perfons are there 

* who arc altogether jtrangers to the covenants of pro- 
‘ mif-' ? Who look upon baptifm only as a thing of 
‘rarii/r; nothing more than thecujlomof the coantry-\V 
—1 faid, in one view : becaufe, in another, there is 
no reafon at all to be furprildd. For, is it not the 
cujiom of the country, and a thing ofeourfe P Nay, not- 
•withlLuiding the impiety and profligacy of the gene¬ 
rality, do not our author's principles encourage an ex~ 
tenfm of tbat-cuftem? There is not, therefore, fo 
much reafon to wonder that the multitude fliould con- 

* Vol.Il.'j7i. t Vol. II. zgo. 

fider 
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fider Dr. W.’s ‘ cleanfuig rite* as a thing of courfti 
as there is (hat a Proteftant DiiSsnter, and one of the 
Congregational denominaticMi, Ihould either defend it 
on fuch grounds, or connedi it which fuch benefits f 
Our author, I oluferve, condemns thofe aflertions 
and arguments which, in his view, favour of a Phari- 
fate fpirit *. It is plain from the Evangelical Hiftory, 
however, that the temper of ancient Pharifees, as dif- 
tinguilhed from other Jews, never more llrongly dif- 
covered itfelf, than in ^jieif atfachment to ceremonial 
purifications and rites which God had not commanded ; 
from the obfervance of which, doubtlefs, they had high 
expeftatioijs.—-Now, is there not fomething fimilar 
ip his own reprefentation of Infant fprinkling, and the 
connexions in which it is placed by him ? For where, 
in reference to the (Jhriftian CEconomy, has God 
required, either of in^apts or of adults, any ceremonial 
purification at all ? Where has he laid to every perfon 
that is baptized—nay, where has he faid to any one, 
fimfily as baptized ; /, even J am he, that pardoneth 
T'»'{ tranfgrefiftms^ and will not remember THY ftns? 
•Where has he faid to each baptized fubjeX; ‘ I will 
* be THY Godi THY Father., and THY ci’crlafiing 
portion ?’ Where does * the all-fiUSwicnt CJod’ con¬ 
firm this ‘with an oaih,7ind ratify it with his feal'c' 
Where, finally, does the New Teltumenc inform us, 
that when unbaptized perfons read their Bibles, pray, 
or hear the gofpel, they do it wfthout any legal 
right P Such doXrine as that of my opponent refpect- 
ing this affair, muff have a natural tendency to pro¬ 
duce and promote.a genuine Pharifaic fpirit; and to 
deceive the ig'norant> with reghrd to their ffate in the 
fight of God. * 'I'he language of -Mr. 'I'owooori, 
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■wdien fpsaking of Englifh Epifcopal confirmation, 
here apply. ‘ Surely, uniefe [the fubje£f of con- 

* firmatioH j thinks the whole folemnity to be a farce,-— 

* he-mull ftrongly conclude his foul to be in a fafe and 
happyJiaie^ and that he is a parmker of that forgive- 

‘nefs which God has gracioully promifed in the gofpel 
‘ of'Chrift*.’ Thus dfo Dr. Mayo, wdien adverting 
to things of the fame kind: ‘ The above particulars 
*—*are likely to be, and have been often, attended 
‘ with dangerous confequences, quieting and lulling a- 
^r lleep the confciencesof men on a falfe foundation f.’ 

Still further to expofe the pernicious tendency of our 
mitlior’s .do&ine, refpccling the character and privi¬ 
leges of every baptized perfon; we will fuppofe that 
Kifomous ancient, Simon Magus, immediately after 
his baptifm, to have adopted my opponent’s language, 
Mutatis mutandis^ and faid: ‘ Am I a baptized perfon ? 

‘ then, from a Hate of dijiasue, I am brought near. J 
‘ am a Chrijlian both in name and calling. God has 
*■ put his omn name upon me. I am a member of'the 
‘ vilible church—a vifible member of Chrift—vifibly 
‘ engrafted into Chrift— efpoufed to Chrift—and un- 
^ der the iving of the Divine Majefty. —Am I a 
‘ baptized perfon f then I am legally entitled, not only 
‘ to read the Bible, but alfo to c//it8 gracious contents. 
‘ I have a fpeciaLclaim to all the means of grace.— 
‘ Am I a baptized perfon ? then I am adopted by tile 
“ heavenly Father. 1 a.m a fellow citizen with the 
‘ faints., and of the houfehold of God. The bleffir^s 
falvation are diredied to mje by name. Pardon of 

* fin and juftification, are fealed to ME. —Am I a bap- 
■UisUd perfon? then the-Lord is mv God, and I am 
“‘.one of HIS people. To me he fpeaks and fays; /, 

•• Dijfent from rjsrdeh of England fully fnfiified,^. 175. 

,if Jjvlagy and Shield,^. t 9 i, lOJ. 
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‘ even I, am he that bkttcth oii^thy tranfgreJfionSi and 
‘ will not remember thy fim. Ax-t. fpiritiial bleffings 
are fealed to me. Nay, Jehovah fays, wlicn addrefi- 
‘ ing himfelf to M^; 1 will be thy God, thy 
‘ Father, and thy everlastingportion. Yes, 
‘Jehovah, the all-fufficient God, gives hImC.lf to 
‘ ME; I will be thy God, fayr. he; confirms it witti 
‘ an oath^ and ratifies it with^is feal. If, then, it be 
‘ not a truth that /, aS a baptized perfon, am prt- 
‘vileged with Jehovah being a God to»ME, it may be 
‘ jiiftly queftioned whether the fun has ever fliouc 
‘ upon Samaria on a fummer’s day. Now, ali tht le 
y rights, privileges, and honours, are conveyed by a 

* divine deed of gift ; which is dirc^ed^ figned, fealed^ 
*and delivered to mb. —^It muft, indeed, be acknow- 
‘ ledged, that my vide to this alTemblage of vvbn- 
‘ derful blelEngs, is not fo ftrong and fo indubitable as it 

* would have been, had any one baptized me wliile an 

* i^nt ; but, notwithftandiag that infantile preroga- 
‘ tive, and though, on account of my being baptized 
‘ when at mature age, the gracious deed of convey- 
‘ ance have not the higheft poflible confirmation j y^t 
‘ I have reafon to be quite fatisfiedj^d to rejoice in 

* the expeftation of eternal felicity. For, be it known 
‘ to all, THAT THE INFINITE ScOURCE OF HAPPIr* 
‘ NESS HAS GIVEN HIMSELF TCI ME, AND JE- 
‘ E^OVA^^ IS MY EVERLASTING PORTION.’— ^Such 

is the improvement which Simon Magus miglit 
have made of our author’s doftrine! But what 
would •our Congregational Brethren have faid, had 
I reprefented viirious utUity^ and the high impor¬ 
tance oihapt'dm, in this manner? 

Let us now fee whedier my opponent, in wluK 
he fays relative to the benefits refiilting from bap 
tifin, and comie<Sed with it, be not inconfifie.^ 
Z a 
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with himfelf. In one of thofe extracts juft review^ 
cd, he tells us; * God fpeaks to each [baptiz- 
' ed perfor.j] and fays: /, ewn am he that blot- 
‘ eth out THY tranfgrejfiom.) and mil not remember 
‘ THY Jins' But, In another place, he alTures us, 
that thofe ‘ who fuppofe a real communication of fpii i- 
‘ tual bleffings conftantly attendant on the ordinance of 
‘ baptifm, are under a hijtake —^Again: He repre- 
fents Jehovah fiying to every one that is baptized ; 
‘ f will be THY God., THY Father, and thy everlajl- 
‘ Ing portion.' But he elfewhere exclaims; ‘ Alas ! 

‘ how many ignorant and flothful [baptized] profeffors 
‘ muft one day take up this bitter lamentation: Thl 
* harveji is pajl, the fummer is ended, and WE ARE 
‘ not saved fP 

Though 1 am far from appfoVing of Infant fprink- 
Jihg, and though I cannot but rejeft it as a human 
invention; yet the mode of defending and of recejn- 
mending it, which is adopted by Dr. W., is to me much 
more offenfive than that which is praiftifed by many 
others. When I perufe his Difcourfe on the Chrif- 
iian's Reafons J^r Glorying in the Crofs of Chriji, I 
jipprove, I am pleafed, I am edified: but, when read¬ 
ing his ‘ Improveinent ofChriftian Baptifm, and par- 
* ticularly of Infant Baptifm,’ I am both difgufteJ and 
grieved. In th&former, our crucified Lord is exalt¬ 
ed and prefented to view, as the tmly medium by which 
the bleffings of grace are communicated to perifhing 
fmners. In the latter, baptism, Under the Jewifh 
notion of a ceremonial purifichtpn, is reprefented as 
producing a Wonderful change in the "relative ftate of 
a ftnner, and as the mean of obtaining an important 
I Yriety of fpiritual bleffings. Yes, to adopt his own 

• Vol. I. i«8. t Vol. II. 189, »90. 



CitAP. VIII.] Importance of Baptifin. SOg 

veiy fingular terms, that ceremonial purification which 
hoperated* by a prieft, when tinging his fingere, 
or INTINGING evenhh hand, to put the fubjefl: into 
aJlate of wetness^ or to effcd a contaction ie- 
tween the perfon and the element', is the medium of 
obtaining immunities, honours, andTilefEngs^ in rich 
variety! 

As the praiSf.'ce of Paedobapljrm feems to have ori¬ 
ginated in a miftaken opinion, refpc£fing the neceffity 
of baptifm tofahation fj lb it is very feWom that any 
defender of that pratSice fails to reprefcnt the utility 
and importance of baptifm, in a much ftronger light 
ti^n we can admit. This is the cafe with my oppo¬ 
nent ; which, to me, conftitutes the mofl .offenfivc 
part of his jlntlpiedohiipilfm Examined, Of Infant 
fprinkling, as a religious, rite, I area ally dife.pprove •, 
becaufe 1 am perfuaded it is not founded in Scripture: 
andfor the fmccrity of this declaration I hope to be cre- 
ditcif^' all, except our author J. But 1 deliberately de- 
teJlEir, W.’s manner of improving thcfubjedl, as in¬ 
imical to the honour of divine grace, and as having a 
pernicious tendency to harden the confcienccs of un¬ 
godly men. Many things of aiimilaHrind, however,' 
were produced in Pisdolaptifin Examined to which 
I will add the following. 

Thus, then, our author’s countryman, Mr. Eew- 
ELYN. ‘ "iou, [BaptidsJ leave the helpkfs [iitfantj to 
‘ perijh, and for no other rcafon but becaufe he is help- 
‘ lefs. It—fills you with rage to hear that God has 
‘ gracioufly provided- fos the peace of benign and mcr- 
‘ ciful parents; j.utting it in their power to wafh 
‘ their infants m ba.ptifm, and place them in the falva- 


* Vd. I. iiS. i' See PerJobap. Exam. Vol. TI. Chap, ifl'i 
J The rvafon of f ■ iia^jular an cxccptii.'n, may be fecn in the 
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'' 5 *‘o ihi PtiUty mi [Chap.- VIII* 

♦ tint cf GiJi fefe aad fecure in his favour living ov 
‘ djnng during all their minorityand incapacity to chufe 
‘ and'aft for thirmfelves—You are daily praying and 
‘ preaching to deliver the world from the great plague 

* of infanufahatim^ and earneftly Jiope for the blefled 
‘ time to come, when they fliall be all left in the hands 
*• of the devil *V Synod OF Dort: ‘We believe 
‘ and confefs that Jefu^'Chrift—inftituted the facra- 
‘ ment of baptifm—whereby we arc received into the 
« church of God—And hereby we have a iejlimonj 
‘ that he will be always our God And propiti- 
‘ ous Father f.’ — Melanchton; ‘Parvulorum 
‘ baptifmus non irritus; imo furor eft affirmare, quo 1 

* parvuli fine ficramentis falvi fiant J.’—Luther, 
when deferibing the ufe and end of baptifm: ‘Quod 
‘ in nobis operatur remtffionem peccatorum, liberat 
‘ nos a morte et diabolo, aeternam vitam omnibus iis 
‘ largitur, qui huic verbo et fwomiflioni Dei credurtf §.’ 
—ThusalfoHoLLAZius: ‘ 5 y baptism « applied 
‘ to us-, calling grace—Illuminating grace—regenera- 
‘ ting grace—juftifying grace—indwelling grace—re* 
‘ newing grace—preferving and fealing grace—and 

glorifying grace'.’ Conformably to which, in a devo- 
-"ional addrefs to God, he fays: ‘ By means of the falu- 
tary laver have I been made, moft merciful Father f 

• a partaker of, thy covenant, a child of grace, a bro- 

• ther of Chrift,a temple of the Holy Spiiit,a citizen 
' of the church, an heir of heaven. Ineverybackfliding, 
in every temptation, and in the very article of death, 

' no confolation ftfall be to mfc more intimately pre- 

fent, more fweet, or more folid, th^naremembrance 
ofmybaptiim !.’■—^Ifthcfcthingsdefervecommenda- 

• PoBr'meof Bap. p. 6?, 69. t Dr. W. Vol. 11 . 109. 
Apud LuThERVM, Opera, Tom. I. fol. 4<7. § Opera, 

(n JcyjflWflT, p. ro86,1094. 



Chap. VIII.] Impartatlcs^Sattlfm. Jt# 
tiwj Budoeus might well complain of the BaptiftS) 
becaufe ‘ they* cannot perfuadc themfelves that baptiTm 
‘ has the efficacy regenerating infants * and ScHU- 
BERTUS, with, a louder tone of difapprobation might 
juftlyfay; ‘<^e.condemn the o^j|}jon of the Ana- 
‘ baptifts, that there is no virtue in Ijaptifm to rege- 
‘ ncrate infants f.’ 

I {hall now conclude my «\nimadverfions on Anti- 
ptsdobaptifm Examined^ by giving a fummary of 
thok peculiarities which are contained in it, and com¬ 
prehend the principal grounds of Dr. W.'s argument¬ 
ation. On the following particulars I therefore de- 
' fire my reader to fix his attention. In doing of which 
be .may perhaps be able to judge, whetlier many of 
thelio be not, in this controveriy, abfolut’e novelties ; 
and whether the ufeW fuch data^ in defence of Infant 
fprinkling, be not a ftrong prefuinption, that cither 
the caufe itfelf is bad, or that it is hamiled injudici- 
ouFy. 

Dr. W. maintains, then, That baptifin is not a 
merely pofitive inftitute ; but partly pollrive, and 
partly moral—-That none of the Mcfaic rites were 
entirely pofitive—That, in certain cafes, local cuf- 
toms and national decency may permitted to in- 
fhience the adminiftration of a divine, pofitive inftitutc 
—That a wife and righteous legiflator docs no^always 
intend to have his laws completely linder/lbod and 
obeyed—That the baptifmal ftatute is not determinate 

and plain, either as to mode or fubjedl_That the 

baptifnS of John wa*s one of .thofe ancient Jewifh 
wafhings, whkh are mentioned by Paul to the He¬ 
brews } a national purification; and the repentance 
required,not a perfonal, but anationalconfeffionof firf 

^ • ‘Tbeol Dogmat. L. V. C. i. § 6, 7. i hjlitut. neat. 
ParsIII. p. 7**.- 



SI2 Oh thi and [CrfAP. VIlI. 

—That Jefus Chrift was equally liable to ceremonial 
pollution with the Jews in common j any that, when 
baptized, he was legally purified—I'hat Chriftian 
bgptifm is a ceremonial purification—T.hat it walhcs 
away the filth of the flefli—That it is no: a duty, but 
a benefit—That'whatever privileges belonged to the 
former Difpenfation, flow on to the prefent, if not ex- 
prefsly repealed—That, not the law of baptifm, but 
the gofpel revelation, is the rule of oaptizing—That the 
adminiftration of baptifm is a difcretionary truft, and at 
the option of a minifter, equally as the fubjeils of his 
public difoourfes—That the modeofadminiftration may 
be varied according to circumftances, and referred to 
the private “judgment of the perfon or perfons con¬ 
cerned—That a revelation of divine mercy is an cjc- 
ternal covenant TOl'itnan—That many degrees of re¬ 
lative holinefs no\v exift; and tliat Jews, Mahome¬ 
tans, and Hottentots, partake of the firft degree-y 
That there are degrees of church-mernberlhip, rela¬ 
tive to infants, even though they be not admitted to 
the Lord’s table—That the qudifications of infitnts 
for baptifm, as well as adults, are entirely moral; be¬ 
ing no other than lA'ofe which God, as the moral go¬ 
vernor and judge of the world, requires of all man¬ 
kind, indiferiminately, confidered as immortal and ac- 
countabl'3 creatur^es-—That there is no difference be¬ 
tween tlie members of the Chriftian chUirh, and 
that of the ancient Ifraelites—That the Jews, having 
forfeited their national adoption, fjie Gentiles in ge¬ 
neral have fucceeded to it— 7 'hat Chriftian > king¬ 
doms are the Lord’s, in a fenfe pertly fimilar to 
that in which the kingdom of Ifrael was his—That 
unregenerate perfons are warranted to call Jehovah 
thiir Godt and themfelves his people —That the na¬ 
tional form of the Jewifli church is transfirred to that 



Chap. VIII.3 , Importance e^aptijhf. 513 

of the New economy—That the kingdom of Chriftj 
though net of this worlds comprehends whole nations, 
as fuch—That Na^nal phorches might be fo confti- 
tuted as to fuit tjiircongregational plan of ecdefiafti- 
cal governmsiR~That the Chrift ian ch urch confifts, 
in a great meafure, of infants and chilifc'en—That, in 
a Chriftian country, it is incumbent on every unbap¬ 
tized profligate arid Infidel t« be baptized—That if 
the Scripture be not dfecifively exprefs againft Infant 
baptifm, we are to conclude the Apoftles pradifed it 
—That infants have a legal right to the Lord’s flip¬ 
per } and that Infent communion^s merely an impro¬ 
priety, prudential reafons lying againft it—rThat tlie 
Jew^wed their Bible to circumcilion—^Tlfat baptifm 
ratiffcs the promifes, ^d authenticates Divine Reve¬ 
lation—That baptifnt ^ives a legal title to read the 
Scripture, to all the cuntenls of that facred Volume, 
ant^o all the means of converfion—That the obliga- 
tionro repentance, to holinefe, and to obedience, re- 
fults from being baptized—^That thofe who were bap¬ 
tized in dieir infancy, have a ftronger and more in¬ 
dubitable title to numerous bleflings, than thofe that 
were baptized on a perfonal profeffi?h of faith—And, 
finally. That if aperfon, as baptized, be not privileged 
with having JEHOVAH for his GoDj it ?jMy be 

jujlly quejiioned WHETHER THE SUN EVER^YET 

SHONE tipdN Britain. 

As Dr. W. began by announcing his_decided opi- 
.lion, and by indicating its vaft im'fiertance; fo I con¬ 
clude with recounting bis new difeoveries, and with 
fhowing his fupca-lative confidence. 


The End. 
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